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CIVIL FUNCTIONS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


WITNESSES 


MAJ. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 
BRIG. GEN. J. L. PERSON, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF ENGINEERS FOR 
CIVIL WORES 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Program and financing 





| | 
1957 actual | 1958 estimate | 1959 estimate 
Program by activities: 
1, Examinations and surveys: 
Op ee ee $909, 926 $910, 000 | $710, 000 
(b) Flood control studies...........-...-.-22-2-.... 2, 738, 773 3, 023, 932 | 2, 125, 000 
(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies. ............. 96, 479 91, 000 | 126, 
(d) Special studies: 
(1) San Francisco Bay area survey.-..-.-..-.- 399, 282 730, 000 810, 000 
(2) Ohio River Basin review. ...........-- 74, 633 200, 000 223, 000 
‘ Great Lakes harbor survey...........- 109, 279 260, 000 246, 000 
4) Columbia River review-.........-.- sna 248, 005 235, 000 20, 000 
(5) Delaware River review-.........-- f--. 429, 231 475, 000 545, 000 
(6) Watershed Protection Act studies.-..- 10 85, 000 92, 000 
(7) Hitustonts Beam... . .. ..--.022 22 cceee 1, 187, 928 1, 200, 000 | 1, 170, 000 
(8) Hudson River siltation study-.......... , 432 100, 000 165, 000 
(9) Potomac River review.................}......-..--..- 170, 000 | 230, 000 
(10) Great Lakes water levels. -............ 114, 756 Gop SEP cketiledacecces 
(11) New England-New York survey-......- , 472 —O—™———— 
(12) Arkansas-White and Red River Basin 
a tain sicitaidatwaminpevcamnetation a 2, 379 TE A itiicwegbatnen 
2. Collection and study of basic data: 
Ga ne: Cn dh 5c msaunopapaniieiaiiions 188, 000 190, 000 184, 000 
Me ae i eageeae lees 244, 000 290, 000 288, 000 
(c) Fish and wildlife studies. -..................... 43, 570 45, 000 53, 000 
ep: TemGereCOCUN WOOT S BORGIR, 3 onc conn cn ccc na hnceccccaccecentberehecesenbes 34, 000 


3. Research and development: 
(a) Beach erosion development studies___........- 
Crt SENT SOE ii cdctcclcccacecusecascnnae 


94, 830 
(c) Civil works investigations..................-..-- 1, 136, 689 1, 190, 000 1, 305, 000 
(d). Mississippi Basin model: 





a C1 a hhdinesmuogis 384, 836 750, 000 650, 000 
(2) Mississippi River comprehensive study-|-.-.--.-.--.--|.------------- 73, 000 
4. Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway ME pane ncdcwe ong 1, 387 50, 000 75, 000 
i CTE NINETIES oo, Hikes dic ndgindcnmunnentuaaaaiie 22, 428 CUE Bert aintbnodaws 
Total program costs_...-............- wecoumwaqueatetcs 8, 656, 283 10, 284, 272 9, 521, 000 
6. Relation of costs to obligations: 

Costs financed from obligations of other years, 
a ee oe Si ile ant deieldieatatdienibasn otis eatin tienda athe dndiaicaiaiasiieln —41, 433 
Obligations incurred for costs of otHer years, net-.- 174, 271 SEE Ditic tiptendciccs 
Total program (obligations)-.............-..-..- 8, 830, 554 10, 300, 000 9, 479, 567 

Financing: 

Unobligated balance brought forward...............-.---- —708, 521 —1, 199, 967 — 1, 679, 567 
Unobligated balance carried forward.................-.--- 1, 199, 967 SE Patiatotatenece 
Appropriation (new obligational authority) ...........-- 9, 322, 000 10, 779, 600 7, 800, 000 
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Object classification 





1957 actual | 1958 estimate | 1959 estimate 








CORPS OF ENGINEERS 














Total number of permanent eR 5 Ch AG ELA 183 186 186 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions....................- 2 2 2 
Average number of all employees. -...................---..... 169 173 173 
Number of employees at end of year......................-.-- 168 175 170 
I re II a ovine nn cc cnn cnccccnceces 7.1 $5,396 | 7.1 $5,419 | 7.1 $5, 444 
Average salary of ungraded positions..................-......- $4, 626 $4, 676 $4, 699 
=—____—_=amnamh»_|—_=—________—=—_""RHpD] (-—SS]=SS>)_3 
01 Personal services: 

I OD ioe oii krennsbecscecessdnsdn $942, 604 $972, 207 $983, 922 
Positions other than permanent.................-.---. 8, 236 8, 300 8, 300 
COGREE PRNOOTIEE BOT VIGNR oon on si none ccc cesccnsne 71, 218 73, 733 73, 778 
Pay and allowances to commissioned officers.........- 14, 894 7, 760 6, 000 
Total personal services........................---- 1, 037, 042 1, 062, 000 1, 072, 000 
isin kta cide kt tdnnbd deen ck iduncitebdakslqanl 161, 866 175, 000 175, 000 
ES ene yee 7, 527 8, 000 8, 000 
04 Communication services. --..................-.-.-.-----..- 1, 578 3, 000 3, 000 
GS Temts aed wsllity Ser viess...........................<...... 31, 140 32, 000 32, 000 
GS Pree ee GrOaOeeO. . . . nn cece ccc ene mcteunes= 14, 769 21, 000 24, 000 
07 Other contractual services.................---.--..-.-...-- 1, 084, 548 1, 200, 000 1, 200, 000 
Services performed by other agencies_...._.._.......- 879, 630 900, 000 900, 000 

Services performed by ‘‘Revolving fund, Corps of 
i ce os ns Woe ode e dsm dtiipee sand 5, 311, 649 6, 452, 700 5, 620, 812 
08 Supplies and materials........._..._- 166, 586 200, 000 200, 000 
i eranntin sb didinis cgacecndnctdnccaoseen 44, 219 70, 000 70, 000 
ce ns caren cddanubaces 47, 261 70, 000 60, 000 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions-_--...................].....--.------ 60, 000 60, 700 
13 Refunds, awards, and indemnities--.................- eccaal 100 300 300 
15 Taxes and assessments_................-- pawaunbaece eae 629 1, 000 1,000 
a eee 8, 788, 544 10, 255, 000 9, 426, 812 

ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF 

SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE 

Total number of permanent positions__...............-.....-- 5 9 9 
Average number of all employees. -_...............-...-.-..... 7 8 8 
Number of employees at end of year....................-....- 6 8 8 
i a nn. ec okeeeeeanl 7.0 $4,790 | 7.2 $4,760 | 7.7 $4, 987 
01 Personal services: ‘ 
I oe Se $35, 449 $39, 810 $41, 291 
Positions other than permanent...................--.- , fh SE 1, 500 
i eee ene 31 190 209 
penn Pennennes GOT VENER... noses seccccsccsle cs 35, 907 40, 000 43, 000 
I elie 3, 664 3, 000 3, 500 
i ta a ee 40 
04 Communication services._..........................-....- BE Thc cacceecaaceie cepa 500 
ee eg enna Sl atcetpetieeenctamael 1,000 
06 Printing and reproduction_-__.._.__- SS ee a ee St ea odeekennaemecetl 30 
G7 Other comtractasl services.._...........................-ncs PE Tnihionettenesine 1, 280 
a i a nag uid die dabedinetenres ae ee ciaes, 300 
09 Equipment-_-___--__- clean akcastRlpusennpaesto aoa paige genes TE Lice hecneecmmiee 500 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions... ._..................]---.-.--..-... 2, 000 2, 600 
ee a tne ecmnmaasinbanmaans Dia asaidanderadas 5 
Total, Department of the Interior_-__..................- 42,010 45, 000 52, 755 
I sd. clone ahitn anngmatadaoladesantaeoanen 8, 830, 554 10, 300, 000 9, 479, 567 
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Object classification 






























































| In budget | Revised esti-| Difference 
1959 | mate 1959 
NR i aie am = | a . cn he 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS } t } 
Total number of permanent positions___.__............-.--.-- 2, & 2, 650 +50 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions..............-.-.--- Ee Side eth ee 
Average number of all employees____.......-.-.-.-----.-+- 4 2, 570 2, 619 +49 
Number of employees at end of year_._.__-.-- -seatccces 2, 700 2, 750 | +50 
Average GS grade and salary_-_.._.....----.- wie ccetaiaractctaig aL aa 444 | 7. aa | eee se 
Average salary of ungraded positions_--_.............-..- = $4, 699 $4, 699 | ae 
01 Personal services: ene Bae: PF 
Permanent positions. -__- : a onsessenebe | 14, 148,479 | 14, 462,274 | +313, 795 
Positions other than permanent... : Scaak 80, 350 de eee 
Other personal services be eehits 705, 226 706, 431 +1, 205 
Pay and allowances to commissioned officers_._.__..-- 58, 945 | ee Oe fess ti. e 
Total persorial services. .............-.-.--..-.--.-.. 14, 993, 000 | 15, 308, 000 | +315, 000 
eI cn Se bop eee Beene) | 1, 500, 000 Sees 
03° Transportation oe COL, beach... euhaacaaab aban sie 400, 000 425, 000 +25, 000 
64 Communication services...............0. 22.22. 2 seis e ees | 150,000 | TOE ficcccncagncnn 
06° Rents and utility services..._............-..--..--..------ 700, 000 | 750, 000 | +50, 000 
oe Prmting and reproduction... ....<-..cccc-22-.ecccaeeess | 130, 000 OE Bahk wonnaeada 
GF Other contractual Gervicds.. < 4... ~~. nccecccccccnsesneut 45, 000, 000 50, 000, 000 +-5, 000, 000 
Services performed by other agencies__...............- 800, 000 BOGEN lnscatendhanses 
Services performed by ‘‘Revolving fund, Corps of 
SIUINE c «<a ihc incr cupinins istics ceantoret tained 55, 000, 000 60, 000, 000 +5, 000, 000 
08 Supplies and materials................ mdtstelmuotckaadinn 4, 500, 000 4, 750, 000 +250, 000 
09 Equipment a ea 1, 200, 000 1, 300, 000 +100, 000 
ar. mane Ganee GEUNNORNN <3 ee. cid undo dbeebbas 411, 049, 664 ase 836, 111 +47, 786, 447 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions........---.---------- 857, 000 877, 000 -+20, 000 
13 Refunds, awards, and indemnities_._.....................- 80, 000 TS nce acichiiencindel 
EE ae a 12, 000 I GUO le ccccactbadodae 
——E ee | 
NO Bio vida nn eauhsntd cn dicnnupssecntecesasaud 536, 371,664 | 594,918,111 | +58, 546, 447 
Deduct quarters and subsistence charges...........-.-....---- 110, 000 RUE Cine cuintiedinteent 
SE Oe esi | _536, 261, 664 594, 808, Mm 4 +58, 5A, 447 
ALLOCATION ACCOUNTS 
| 
Total number of permanent positions._.................----..- 12 | 12 aeesdeabelenieebotaad 
Average number of all employees. -_.........--..-..-----.--.- 9.8 J. >) a 
Number of employees at end of year__..........-...---------- il | We Neciilesinducntaat 
Average GS grade and salary... ......................---.-- didi Be . $4, 660 | 7.1 $4, 660 pais hacciaanaaan 
01 Personal services: De ee PCr reed 
IEE Is hee nanoncdesnancannewneisibe 52, 360 3 ree 
Positions other than permanent--.................--.- 1, 425 I, Gt Sinn nciewnumindgre 
Sr EE GNI on cerenncencantsndeschusccannnae BE ichcaceeestetaie atten 
ey SINNED OUROINN ons. wa csckcccsdeadbnas 54, 315 56 TAD Bo vnoducuseccian 
02 Travel_- Fe ae ade ee ee eae 10, 000 10, 000 emda 
03 Transportation of things macnn (ikihicaks eee 100 | | eae ~ 
04 Communication services___-_-.-.-- iinacivaina aura cuanaienaal 3, 400 | SUE a cace nanan 
07 Other contractual services... -...........-.- oop buiscnbientas 250, 000 | 300, 000 -+$50, 000 
re, See GE TORN nn cnn nnn nencwcesueceesus 10, 000 I ices iniccaaintinail 
08 Equipment______- cadaicaite bh daha aman aieaaie 50, 000 50, 000 |....--- tas dai 
10 Lands and structures____- qubniainicaimtadndaaeee 1, 091, 202 1, 194, 755 +103, 553 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions.__..............--.-- 4, 100 OO Sa es 
Ss I SIN os oninnceecnecaseessacecsentan 1, 473, 117 1, 626, 670 +153, 553 
EN Siaiiii:ininnintiptnisisine/wisigiiebninnninbibeeintel 537, 734, 781 596, 434, 781 +58, 700, 000 
Obligations are distributed as follows: 
Oorns of Bugineers..................-.---- .-.| 536, 261, 664 594, 808, 111 +58, 546, 447 
Bureau of Sport Fisheries, Department of the Interior. _. -| 1, 446, 447 1, 600, 000 +153, 553 


Forest Service, Department of Agriculture...............- 26, 670 Se bp snmiensgiinaes 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 


Program and financing 


Program by activities: 
1. Navigation: 
@ Channels and harbors 
"2 Locks, dams, and canals__.---- 
(c 


Surveys of northern and northwestern lakes___- 
2. Flood control: 

I eek intB lend. sonnacineian em wuune 
(0) Channel improvements, inspections, and mis- 
celianeous maintenance... aensteions 
. Multiple-purpose pee including power.-...-..-.---- 
. Lower Columbia River fish sanctuary pga... ion 
. Niagara remedial works 

. Emergency operations: 
(a) Removing sunken vessels and other navigation 

obstructions____-.-- 

(6) Protecting, clearing, and straightening channels 
Is onc oniginanscdsemenie ; 
(c) Flood control emergencies, repairs, and flood 
fighting and rescue work .-...........--.----- 
(d) Planning emergency restoration 
7. Undistributed costs 





Roe oo 


Total program costs_---_- 
8. Relation of costs to obligations: 
Costs financed from obligations of other sm 
net (—)... FEO 
Obligations incurred for costs of other years, net. 


Total program (obligations)..................-- *s 

Financing: 
Unobligated balance brought forward 
Unobligated balance carried forward- 


Appropriation (new obligational authority) 





1957 actual | 1958 estimate | 1959 estimate 
$54, 237,619 | $53, 920, 966 , 940, 034 
21, 575,180 | 22, 550, 000 22, 165, 000 
606, 316 614, 500 590, 000 

3, 602, 293 4, 308, 000 4, 520, 000 
541, 685 805, 000 860, 000 

12, 137,788 | 16, 057, 000 16, 320, 000 
1, 162, 632 1, 330, 000 1, 440, 000 
37, 500 40, 000 

597, 521 487, 500 460, 000 

91, 920 33, 452 30, 000 

8, 044, 383 5, 836, 517 4, 010, 000 

‘ 230, 000 

50, 185 —142, 311 |.-...-...--.-- 

102, 647, 522 | 105,838,124 | 101, 605, 034 
eacaba nas —338, 124 —300, 000 
FO, FOE hn crap tert Bisen eens deeti 
103, 518,085 | 105,500,000 | 101, 305, 034 
—10, 573,119 | —2,955,034 | —1, 305,034 
2,955,034 | 1,305,034 |...........-.. 





~~ 95, 900, 000 | 103 103, 850, 000 
i 


TAI OE TT a 
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Object classification 





























1957 actual | 1958 estimate | 1959 estimate 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
Total number of permanent positions___....................-- 5,111 5,111 5, 090 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions._.................-- 31 31 31 
Average number of all employees_-_.................-.-.-.-..- 5, 047 5, 047 5, 028 
Number of employees at end of year. ...........-.....-......- 5, 582 5, 600 5, 550 
mveress GS Guts aie GRY. 2 oo 5 5.5. occ nccn esse 7.1 $5,396| 7.1 $5,419) 7.1 $5, 444 
Average salary of ungraded positions $4, 626 $4, 676 $4, 699 
01 Personal services: 
Permanent Indika acasegts atic etter tac ecbenralcnanin desert $24,211,841 | $24,373, 306 $24, 410, 862 
Positions other than permanent._..................--- 111, 665 112, 000 112, 000 
og TS ee eae 1, 038, 847 750, 694 757, 938 
Pay and allowances to commissioned officers... __...._- 5, 049 6, 000 6, 000 
reo EE, Sane oe eeo 25, 367, 402 25, 242, 000 25, 286, 800 
Sy ch caith sonnets cbntnilaitnneeocabauuadasadscuangeie 623, 263 625, 000 625, 000 
ee nO CN . . caknewdanbscstenetues 278, 616 280, 000 275, 000 
a eI COIN hn anc enuedweccnune 262, 841 265, 000 275, 000 
@ Rents and utility services................................. 911, 309 915, 000 915, 000 
06 Printing and reproduction...........................-.... 27, 238 30, 000 30, 000 
@7 Other contractual serviess...................-.--+.2...---. 29, 333, 022 29, 500, 000 28, 000, 000 
Services performed by other agencies................-- 327, 004 330, 000 300, 000 
Services performed by “Revolving fund, Corps of 
PN on. Satigncacvecncawstiubidudwine ween aamen 40, 082, 140 40, 410, 449 38, 430, 134 
ie SN AE UR in radeheacuneccdnnibadin 5 4, 826, 034 4, 850, 000 4, 000, 000 
ania cowie 4 nh aiocia dad nentpimlamadinieigin me 420, 771 425, 000 425, 000 
il. Grants, subsidies, and contributions......................-]-<e<..<------- 1, 500, 000 1, 528, 700 
13 Refunds, awards, and indemnities.-...................... 6, 499 6, 500 6, 500 
Be I ONINR So hos cnncananocecencmacceccusaesa= 25, 240 27, 500 27, 900 
NE it. nis acniealibiads << sascha ses ciiiaaeiieleeemicdals 102, 491,379 | 104, 406, 449 100, 125, 034 
Deduct quarters and subsistence charges...................--- 234, 471 235, 000 235, 000 
Fee, Corge ef Ta isi sasictnsscnccnsxatcesinnns 102, 256,908 | 104,171, 449 99, 890, 034 
ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF 
COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 
Total namber of permanent NA Aisa A odemasierpainiihingtaanme 61 4u 49 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions..................... 18 13 14 
Average number of all employees. ................--.-...--..- 70 53 55 
Number of employees at end of year. ..........-..-.-....-.-.- 78 60 60 
BARD CO I BRIE in rn cccctesccccsacsccasaucsen 4.5 $3,900'46 $4,020 
Average salary of ungraded positions $4, 888 $4, 888 
01 Personal services: oa 
PY ON 5a) ast ca ccisicgnnnqddcusemanaenl $200, 584 $157, 142 $166, 292 
Positions other than permanent....................-.- 63, 091 52, 085 55, 545 
EE ae a Re I 7, 549 A 7, 490 
fe 271, 224 216, 257 229, 327 
Ae, EEE ES rr er aes 8, 826 19, 200 22, 200 
Se CD C8 GE. g datk occ deen cccdcecceecedenens 3, 563 4, 140 5, 640 
ie SNR GRO WRODE. 5. it. a cncnseusoessnuonodebana 1, 835 4, 850 6, 450 
Ce TRGRES GG re GOT Candin crcecicncccccccsccccccas 1, 241 7, 000 8, 200 
Gy renee CORON COT WIG 6 iis Kew ececnscccgeccdcesccnccus 780, 919 947, 531 1, 015, 920 
ee > I CIN IID ia nc rcncendsddbeebnatacssnoses 139, 054 130, 450 127, 550 
Ste Rd lice .nndde Mie dinnkeiiceauiebtddnnecdamensl 64, 495 450 450 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions......................].......-..---- 9, 450 10, 040 
13 Refunds, awards, and indemnities........................ BE loin cans gessteiiniaiteeeniésdibicsantis 
Fe I ss iis ct as ercicisinetniidhdichitontetatiaganicanaiietae BED tons o chu winwandladcanwanhdialndd 
etic te da cends sestddnctbcbcindennddhdatacnabweds 1, 272, 773 1, 339, 328 1, 425, 777 
Deduct quarters and subsistence charges...................... 11, 596 10, 777 10, 777 
Total, Departmentof the Interior....................... 1, 261, 177 1, 328, 551 1, 415, 000 
ND SIR 6 di Sndnc caddendatewsciienthiemgnsesia 103, 518, 085 | 105, 500, 000 101, 305, 034 


25230—58—pt. 2——2 
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GENERAL Exprensses, Corps oF ENGINEERS, CIVIL 


Program and financing 


In budget 
1959 





Program by activities: 


1. Executive direction and management: 
(a) Office, Chief of Engineers $3, 470, 000 
Ne ee ew mmaeen 5, 290, 000 
2. Review boards: 
(a) River and Harbor Board 400, 000 
(6) Beach Erosion Board... : 135, 000 
3. Regulation: 
(a) Hydraulic mining “= 5, 000 
(b) New York Harbor-.--.- 350, 000 
(c) Inspections, issuance of permits, harbor lines, 
ete 625, 000 
4. Commercial statistics 800, 000 
5. Special investigations 125, 000 
Total program costs and obligations- --- 11, 200, 000 


nen DURUINEIOE 5 anda dasicncn 3-5 cow eccncctovnsse ll, 


Object classification 





200, 000 


Revised 1959 


$3, 655, 000 

5, 631, 000 
410, 
138, 


000 
000 


5, 000 
350, 000 


633, 000 
800, 000 
128, 000 


11, 750, 000 


11, 750, 000 | 
i 


| Revised esti- | 


Difference 


+$185, 000 
+-341, 000 


+10, 000 
+-3, 000 


+-3, OOO 


_+3, 000 


+-550, 000 


+550, 000 








| In budget, Difference 
1959 mate, 1959 
Total number of permanent positions_...............-.-..-.-- 202 1, 237 +35 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions__--- = “ 2 Gi scesdiawen 
Average number of all employees- -_--- ssisispnirveilathalben ailataada 1, 154 1, 188 34 
Number of employees at end of year_.........--.-- wien 1, 180 1,215 35 
I ee ee MONET, og oe cnccccecnccntiecncediccescuan 7.1 $5,444) 7.1 $6,444 |.....-. 
Average salary of ungraded positions.........................- $4, 699 | UT Uethcaaamencn 
01 Personal services: | 
RTs TTBS oc i cccwn cc tdicctcesesssesece $7, 657,691 | $8, 169, 718 | +-$512, 027 
Positions other than permanent.................-...-.. 8, 345 3 ee on 
Ooo go eee en | 100, 064 | 102, 037 | +1, 973 
Pay and allowances to commissioned officers-........-- 314, 400 | SN i Sp piesaitaameinue 
| ————) | ———_— — 
‘Totel Personal servictB... 2... ccc cnsicccccessssssse 8, 080, 500 | 8, 594, 500 | +-514, 000 
02 7 Travel és 515, 000 | 535, 000 +20, 000 
03 Transportation of things Ti ae De 25, 000 | 25, 000 
04 Communication services__-_--__-- pease sibeasaaky 165, 000 | 165, 000 |.__-_- 
05 Rents and utility services_- béccoeenssReasenas 65, 000 65, 000 | > 
06 . Printing and reproduction-----..........--.-- = 45, 000 45, 000 
07 4 Other contractual services - - = icant 200, 000 200, 000 
Services performed by other age ncies__. Snesehets 100, 000 100, 000 " 
Services performed by “Revolving fund, Corps of 
I i oes in iiss Sheen wala sas ssa 1, 399, 700 | 1, 399, 700 |. a: 
08 Supplies and materials................-..----------------- 70, 000 Ow eS 
een aw une <icenneneee 22, 000 22, 000 | bead 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions...._--....----.-.---- 497, 300 | 513, 300 +-16, 000 
13 Refunds, aw ards, IDG 6 cincyonnGonsieacosaeaes | 10, 000 | MTOe Tao os vata 
ON RE a ee | 5, 500 5, 500 |-------------- 
Total obligations: .--..--......---~.2-.-2.2-02c2e00200 11,200,000} 11,750,000} 4-550, 000 
} 
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Fioop Controt, Mississippr River AND TRIBUTARIES 


Program and financing 


l i 





















































| In budget | Revised 1959 
| 1959 new ob- | new obliga- Difference 
| ligational tional au- 
Are authority | thority 
ee 
ees 
Program by activities: 
1, General investigations: 
(a) Examinations and surveys. --.-..........-.-.---.... | $150, 000 | SER Fait caccncce 
(b) Colleetion and study of basic data: Surveys, gages, | 
Sie GouetwNthS. 850-2585. eis | 50, 000 | OP ites 
3. Construction: | | 
Ca) Diemer Tilver WOPONG os ~ oc onic cenks «ccs nce | 1, 800, 000 2, 700, 000 | +-$900, 000 
Gay CONS WT OUI 6a soe hence | 18,000, 000 22, 555, 000 +4, 555, 000 
(c) Memphis Harbor, Tenn..-.........................- | 250, 000 550, 000 +300, 000 
Oe Pe ee ee ee | 750, 000 TERED Neccicewcnn cet 
(e) Baton Rouge Harbor, La.-...............-..--.....- 250, 000 250, 000 Ree ek wane 
(f) Old River control, Louisiana. ...............-.....- | 7, 750, 000 8, 550, 000 +800, 000 
By Ot. BIOMED TUNIS onic don ceretscsre-nastenc-iues | 2,600,000 | = 3, 960,000 | + +1, 300, 000 
(h) Reelfoot Lake area, Tennessee and Kentucky- ----- 40, 000 | NEE Biicedesinvchercanaaiis 
(i) Lower Arkansas River, Ark_.............-..-..-..- 300, 000 500, 000 +200, 000 
(j) Tensas Basin, Ark. and La...-....................- 800, 000 1, 125, 000 +325, 000 
ee Tene es SN oo ee | 8, 250, 000 3, 950, 000 +700, 000 
 Atchatalaye Hewin, las... cs. isccs.cncehekmn ecnens 4, 510, 000 5, 430, 000 +-920, 000 
(m) Lake Ponchartrain, La..........------..- eiimangacadube 500, 000 | ee 
oe ay ee eee ee ee 40, 800, 000 50, 800, 000 |. +10, 000, 000 
i ctu REE ennn on bali an wateaehauniade cane 16, 000, 0060 TG, GO CSU licdieteeacas- 
Appropriation . ........- scvensusepiaasansengnnbacpeiiie 57, 000, 000 67, 000, 000 +10, 000, 000 
Object classification 
ae a i 
In budget | Revised esti-| Difference 
1959 mate 1959 
ee iti cede tiltascomahicd 
Total number of permanent positions___-_..........-.---.---- 846 896 +50 
Full-time equivalent of all other meno isis od decree eetiieand 16 | WD Eien cakebaes 
Average number of all employees. ..............-.-.------.---- 822 72 +50 
Number of employees at end of year. --_.........-----.----.-- 650 700 +50 
Average GS grade and Ger ose 5... 2 ooo ok n cnn none 7.1 $5,444 7.1 $5,444 eae 
Average salary of ungraded positions_-. pete $4, 699 CA GOP a eee 
Average -“ ary of grades established by Act of May 1 15, 1928 
Ss ee acct nkchdbuthacteatanstacaidbeudiendcued $7, 500 90,000 &. Scsieeecl..i 
01 Personal services: 
UES UUIINN diieh oc coc encecebabtseeekseteted $3, 334, 296 $3, 553, 454 howe 158 
Positions other than permanent_.................-.--- 72, 900 TEE Bed ne ta ee a 
Other personal services. - ... annowe 342, 804 343, 646 +842 
Pay and allowances to commissioned officers....------ 13, 000 EG Enacctnndicn ie 
i Ee eee eee 3, 763, 000 3, 983, 000 +220, 000 
a I Rh insted cs sii aip mainstay ieceensoligaeniewiaictini 425, 000 eee ae 
eo eee ee aes 90, 000 100, 000 +10, 000 
Ge SOURRINGRNNE SEIVIOOD, aa Co nico cn cnasccccetcoccsiedens 20, 000 NE ei ee he a 
ee CF i ae” 240, 000 250, 000 +10, 000 
06 Printing and reproduction..............2.. 2220026. ecuices 15, 000 GS Ricinihe shiteminn 
07 Other contractual services. -.............................. 4, 000, 000 4, 500, 000 +500, 000 
Services performed by other agencies___.............-- 3, 000, 000 SOG GUD fo kia. ced 
Services performed by “Revolving fund, Corps of 
SII oi, ns':0,<kinienscteietartsatendietah eluhancidtchdbapaenaanitl 16, 500, 000 18, 500, 000 +2, 000, 000 
On Ee a OEE 8, 500, 000 9, 500, 000 -+1, 000, 000 
a a lees 10, 000 DE Rvetesaccentna aia 
oe mes Gite SION, . ice... decendecsandeediaasd 24, 384, 794 28, 770, 794 +-4, 386, 000 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions...................... 205, 000 219, 000 +14, 000 
13 Refunds, awards, and indemnities........................ - 7,700 A) Sree 
15 Taxes and assessments _................-.-.-.-.-2..-...-. 3, 900 3, 980 fos. 2204 To 
SIT iinichci nate ks timbeniin heath id ole duttiicieddemenaaodle 69, 304, 394 +8, 140, 000 
Deduct quarters and subsistence charges 4, 000 Geese 
Te Ni eae 61, 160, 394 69, 300, 394 +8, 140, 000 
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Unirep Sratses Secrion, St. Lawrence River Joint Boarp or 
ENGINEERS 


Program and financing 


1957 actual | 1958 estimate | 1959 estimate 


Program by activities: 
1. Review of designs, plans, and specifications (total costs) - $86, 004 $100, 114 $100, 000 
2. Relation of costs to obligations: 
Costs financed from obligations of other years, 





a Se Rane dbib petals 
Obligations incurred for costs of other years, net_- Oe Bie ee.  abeed 
Total program (obligations) _..............._____- 86, 118 100, 000 100, 000 
Financing 

Unobligated balance no longer available__............___- 63, 882 PE Rigen channnee 

Appropriation (new obligational authority)_.......____- 150, 000 125, 000 100, 000 
1956 1957 1958 1959 
actual actual estimate estimate 





Selected resources at end of year: Inventories and 
items on order: 

Unpaid undelivered orders (appropriation balances 

obligated for goods and services on order not yet 
NIE icnoscuecnGeeeucse ne sbisadice inca $50 
Selected resources at start of year (—)__- gadidene 
Adjustment of selected resources reported | at start of year. Be thee a 
Costs financed from obligations of other years, net (—) 
Obligations incurréd for costs of other years, net 











Object classification 





























1957 actual | 1958 estimate | 1959 estimate 
Total number of permanent positions_- bi ee ee 6 5 5 
Average number of all employees_--.-_.............-...-------. 6 5 5 
Number of employees at end of year. .............-...--.----- 6 | 5 5 
I Se EE BON ong oben noice sewn nceccncccencncns 7.1 $5,396 “A $5, 419 | 7.1 $5, 444 
01 Personal services: i 
Permanent positions... -.._.. i Senieaiaieiceniadigie 54, 367 45, 475 46, 073 
Positions other thanspermane SE ee ios ce 3, 894 ee Di ctéciietacsn ng 
Other personal services........__-_- be pinata 866 925 927 
UI es oon on nc emnnsunamusncine 59, 127 49, 700 47, 000 
i Nignetiecctuae $2, 066 $2, 500 $2, 500 
04 Communication services._..................-.--...--.-.-. 591 600 600 
a a eae 2, 400 2, 500 2, 500 
06 Printing and reproduction- ----- ince dlihehaiditeeniscnitesiapalishe Siajeatale 21 25 25 
Cy Golan Gamirneers Ser viede.s. . nn c enn n cence 2, 796 4, 000 4, 000 
Services performed by other agencies 9, 090 11, 000 11, 000 
Services performe d by “Revolving ‘fund, Corps of 
SI Bsc iat SEAS SUN od ne caste ch emaineimaiteeninn 9, 097 28, 375 31, 075 
a 8 5008 cine mmacmnnuaninimnth 907 1, 000 1, 000 
i isdn bina neniin aman wdndin diana aiid BOY. cancels anbibiGiedocecens 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions. -_-__...............--]-----...--- 300 300 
ee ee ner CONNOR, SC 2k Sc, oC ccmcensecwnccesens SD lcthiceoekdé nghpsabhanaoass 
I 6 ni dittahdicnilesedovguernsoumheeevens 86,118 | 100, 000 100, 000 





Mr. Cannon. The committee will be in order. 

We are glad to have with us this morning General Itschner, and the 
representatives of the Corps of Engineers. 

General Itschner, have you any general statement you care to make 
at this time? 
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General Itscuner. Yes, Mr. Chairman; I have, with your per- 
mission, sir. 
Mr. Cannon. We will be glad to hear you. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


General IrscuneR. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
it is my pleasure to appear before you once again, this time in connec- 
tion with the presentation of the fiscal year 1959 Army Civil Functions 
activities budget request. 

The request for appropriations for Army Civil Functions activities 
for fiscal year 1959, as contained in the President’s budget, totals 
$627.7 million. With the amendment submitted by the President on 
March 14, the request is increased to $752.9 million as compared 
with an appropriation of $638.3 million for fiscal year 1958. The 
request contemplates no new starts for surveys, planning, or 
construction. 

The total amount for ‘General investigations” in the fiscal year 1959 
request is $7.8 million as compared with an appropriation of $10.8 
million for fiscal year 1958. This will permit limited progress on 
continuing surveys, and continuation of the other features of the general 
investigations category at a minimum rate. 

The total amount for construction in the fiscal year 1959 request is 
$609.9 million. This represents a substantial increase in comparison 
with fiscal year 1958, when the amount appropriated for construction 
was $486.2 million. The amount will permit orderly and economical 
construction progress on 165 projects, of which 21 are expected to be 
completed. In addition, 4 multiple-purpose projects with power will 
be substantially completed. 

The construction request contains $5.5 million for ‘Advance 
engineering end design’’ as compared with an appropriation of almost 
$8 million in fiscal year 1958. This will permit the continuation 
of planning on 31 projects, 13 of which will be brought to the stage 
where they will be ready for construction. 

The request for “Operation and maintenance (excluding Mississippi 
River and tributaries)” is $100 million as compared with an appropria- 
tion of $103.9 million for fiscal year 1958. This request will permit the 
accomplishment of the minimum essential maintenance requirements. 
The request includes $4 million to replenish the emergency funds 
authorized by Public Law 99 for Emergency flood-control activities. 

The request for “General expense”’ is $11.8 million as compared with 
an appropriation of $11.4 million for fiscal year 1958. This request 
will provide for the administration of the program in an efficient and 
orderly manner. 


FISCAL YEAR 1958 CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


During the current fiscal year we have carried on a large program 
with construction underway on 81 channel and harbor projects, 13 
locks, dams, and canals, 5 bridge alteration projects, 80 local protec- 
tion projects, 49 flood-control dams, 28 multiple-purpose projects 
(which include power) and 5 shore protection projects, or a total of 
261 projects. Of these we anticipate that 40 navigation improve- 
ments, 9 local protection projects, and 9 flood-control dams will be 


lf 
iF 
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completed to permit useful operation by the end of fiscal year 1958. 
In addition, substantial progress was made on 14 construction features 
of the Mississippi River and tributaries flood-control project. 

As you know we were operating under obligation and expenditure 
restrictions for the first part of fiscal year 1958. All restrictions on 
obligations and expenditures were removed early this calendar year 
and we are proceeding as rapidly as feasible on an orderly basis. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 


The budget request for “Operation and maintenance, general,’’ for 
fiscal year 1959 totals $100 million, which provides for the minimum 
essential maintenance work on 187 waterway and harbor projects and 
the operation of 114 flood-control reservoirs and 34 multiple-purpose 
projects as well as various emergency operations and special mainte- 
nance activities. In addition, $16 million (compared with $15.7 
million appropriated in fiscal year 1958) is requested for maintenance 
of levees and related works of the Mississippi River and tributaries 
flood-control project under that appropriation title. 

These civil-works projects are of continuing importance to the 
economic growth and well-being of the country. The volume of 
waterborne commerce utilizing the hundreds of harbors and the 
thousands of miles of waterways has steadily increased to new record 
totals of well over a billion tons annually. The inland waterways 
handled an all-time high of 220 billion ton-miles of cargo in the 
calendar year 1956. Our systems of reservoirs with millions of acre- 
feet of storage capacity are mitigating the damaging effects of flood- 
waters and are benefiting water supplies, pollution abatement, recrea- 
tion, and fish and wildlife. Last spring during the disastrous floods 
in the Southwest the 34 reservoirs and other flood-control works in 
operation in this region, which cost $476 million to construct, pre- 
vented some $140 million of flood damages. Our hydroelectric- 
power production facilities are contributing greatly to alleviating 
power shortages, particularly in the critically deficient Northwest 
region. During the last fiscal year, 22 billion kilowatt-hours were 
generated at projects operated by the corps, representing 18 percent 
of the total hydroelectric power produced by all sources in the Nation. 

The continued increases in the cost of material, labor, and services 
have reduced the work capability under our maintenance program 
accordingly. These increases have been absorbed within the funds 
appropriated by adjustment of the originally scheduled programs. 
In addition, most of the corps’ maintenance personnel are paid at rates 
established by the wage boards and these rates are raised as necessary 
from time to time to be more nearly comparable with non-Government 
rates of pay for similar work, reducing net effective use of appro- 
priated funds. 

While the funds requested will be adequate for the essential opera- 
tion and maintenance activities and most urgent repairs, there still 
exists an extraordinary backlog of maintenance work that has ac- 
cumulated in past years. The budget estimates include $2 million 
to be applied to this maintenance backlog. Even with the additional 
appropriation of $10 million in each of the last 2 fiscal years specifically 
for reduction of the backlog, there remains at least $45 million of the 
most essential navigation structure repairs and channel work, and 
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rehabilitation of operating and related facilities at reservoir and 
multiple-purpose projects. 


COMMENTS OF COMMITTEE LAST YEAR 


Last year, in its report on the fiscal year 1958 appropriation, the 
House Appropriations Committee stated that there had been brought 
to its attention the rapidly rising cost of dredging and the difficulty 
in obtaining satisfactory bids for this type of work. It was requested 
that a report on the desirability and feasibility of purchasing addi- 
tional Government dredges be prepared and submitted to the com- 
mittee prior to its consideration of the budget for fiscal year 1959. 
The Secretary of the Army forwarded such a report to the committee 
on February 6, 1958. This report states that there is some evidence 
of dredging costs rising more rapidly than would be indicated by the 
rate of rise of general construction costs, but that it cannot be con- 
cluded at this time that dredging costs are exorbitant. Except for 
the construction of a hopper dredge for the Great Lakes and possibly 
a special purpose shallow draft dredge for the east coast, no additional 
Government dredges are contemplated at this time. I propose to 
keep this problem under surveillance and take appropriate corrective 
measures, including consideration of the vires of additional 
federally owned dredges, if at any time this action is indicated. 

Last year the committee commented on the inclusion of preauthor- 
ization investigative costs in project cost estimates. While the anal- 
ysis made of such costs indicates that they represent only a minor 
percent of the total project costs for the projects in the fiscal year 
1959 budget and have a negligible effect on the economic justification, 
such costs will be included in our budget submission for fiscal year 
1960 and subsequent years in order that the project estimates may 
reflect all costs chargeable to projects. 

In conclusion, I wish to assure this committee that the estimates 
before you for fiscal year 1959 represent a sound overall program for 
continuation of civil works projects. 

That, sir, completes my statement. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


RIVER BASIN MONETARY AUTHORIZATIONS 


In the event there is no enactment of the authorization bill at this 
session there would be funds in the estimate which you have submitted 
which could not be expended? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir; yes, sir. A considerable 
amount of funds in this estimate could not be expended. 

Mr. Cannon. It would be a material amount? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; something slightly over $60 million. 

Mr. Cannon. Would you please supply the committee with a list 
of those projects for which money would not be available in such 
contingency and also give us the figures by which those items exceed 
the current authorization? 

General ItscHner. Yes, sir; I have such a list here, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You may submit it at this point for the record. 

(The list referred to follows:) 
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Comprehensive river basin plans having deficit roneteras entiet-etene in fiscal year 
1959 (based upon actual allotments as of March 31, 1958) 


Amount in | Deficit mone- 
Basin fiscal year | tary author- 
1959 budget ization 
I  ecicslostemi ecinianeliaiandate nies $7, 500, 000 $7, 176, 000 


White River Basin: 


I lillies ieee 500, 000 
rn, Te aso og Co cuccubabedcsouebuebbnannseton 12, 400, 000 
sa napeperioseensnacoieapeieseopiniadren amet 4, 000, 000 
BE SO ME iicctncnucacvascumscneancce ikdolln aceteeiceas chelate tiageere 250, 000 
ee seis nig pibamabeneishbeiad 17, 150, 000 18, 181, 845 
Columbia River Basin: 
Willamette River bank protection._..............- ee a ee Se 500, 000 
a Ss od eawide cub Gatbbicbeinadngccaceaes 13, 500, 000 
Cougar Reservoir, Oreg__.......-_-- cin ae aalchadien alien lair tahini bieiphian da 5, 500, 000 
Tn ono cccaccpbencbnatacetbosiuenestatse 105, 000 
i a oc idieeinaicnsmiaptnena< pene 310, 000 
rt nas Sune eidnheeebennnginmonas 13, 000, 000 
RT EE SUTIN NON io oan ic ncnmasidncncduasedebonscewentecess 150, 000 
ic cc inawkincasudssseucsnansuagunhsns<ccbered 110, 000 
John Day a I Bed 2 oie 0k teenie bee aa esa 8, 000, 000 
i a sh aiepanngneichiaammdaniiuean aude 400, 000 
Columbia River local SITTIN 5.33 on. acticitiaheanGosateas peeraauinabeoae eo onaicninianeaien 28, 000 
I oe a a ed peokibehneniwrensseh inte 41, 603, 000 5, 442, 962 
Kaweah and Tule River Basin: ae 
J in nisincalepelesubnanpietiniieanioiae a tbawedinie 6, 000, 000 
a ee Ed 5 5s atid een baimantiladiag>cctahictiandos 4, 000, 000 
i a chistes bOanbeiaieiaiahs 10, 000, 000 10, 000, 790 
Los Angeles River Basin: Los Ange les River Channel__.............---.--.- 18, 500, 000 18, 500, 300 
Santa Ana River Basin: ‘ 
Carbon Canyon Dam and Channel.-.-....................--..-.--.----.- 1, 800, 000 
San Antonio and Chino Creeks__..................-... sais late decen mci 2, 000, 000 
Re es siignbenieantemaca mina ditbatendomaweiee 3, 800, 000 1, 055, 406 
Ol ta oes ceca ei odk allt aliia in ciiaiippiniatetiasibae i aneiibitenbe® 60, 357, 303 


SIZE OF CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM 


Mr. Cannon. Would you say, General Itschner, that the activities 
of your staff and of the Corps of Engineers i is at this time at a maximum 
in the history of the Department? Are you at this time spending 
more money and employing more men and working on more projects 
and carrying out more plans approved by the committee and the 
Congress than ever before? 

General Itscuner. Yes, sir; as far as our civil-works activities are 
concerned we have for the current fiscal year 1958 the largest program 
we have ever had and the fiscal year 1959 budget would be con- 
siderably larger than the fiscal year 1958 program. 

For instance, we estimate that in fiscal year 1958 we will expend 
about $700 million. ‘The next greatest year was fiscal year 1953 in 
which we spent $693 million, and the third greatest year was fiscal 
year 1950 when we spent $627 million. 

The budget request, as I indicated, for fiscal year 1959, is 
$752,920,000, and we estimate that we will probably spend about 
that same amount. 

Mr. Cannon. You have a greater amount of equipment and more 
modern equipment in use at this time than ever before? 

General Itscuner. I am sure, Mr. Chairman, that that is the case. 
Of course, most of the equipment that we are using in our work is 
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contractor equipment because by far the greatest part of our work, 
with the exception of operation and maintenance, is by contract. 


NO ADDITIONAL BUDGET AMENDMENTS 


Mr. Cannon. Is there a prospect, General Itschner, of any further 
amendment of the 1959 program or the 1959 budget, or of any supple- 
mental request for additional funds? 

General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, we know of no such intention 
and we have no plans ourselves to submit any further supplemental 
budget request. 

Mr. Cannon. So far as you can see at this time, then, there is no 
prospect of any further request beyond those that you are submitting 
at this time for the fiscal year 1959? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 


ALLOCATIONS FOR RECREATION FACILITIES 


Mr. Cannon. I note a rather unusual feature here: You are allo- 
cating funds to recreation facilities, and I do not recall that has ever 
been done before. 

General Irscuner. No, sir; we have never before included in our 
backup information for the entire budget request a segregation of 
the amounts that the recreation facilities will cost at the time the 

roject is complete. We felt that it would be better, and you would 
bev more complete information, if we gave that item separated out 
from the rest of the total project cost. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that we are not asking 
for funds to defray all these costs in this present budget. 

Mr. Cannon. It is largely a matter of presenting them on a segre- 
gated basis rather than a change in policy? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sur. Heretofore, we in some 
cases have segregated these costs out, and in other cases we have 
included them in the overall cost estimates. Now, we feel this new 
method is more uniform and more illuminating. 

Mr. Cannon. What character of facilities are you proposing in the 
expenditure of these funds? Why would it not be preferable to leave 
that to the States or to the local units? 

General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, we believe that as much of the 
work in providing for recreational facilities as possible should be left 
to the States and local units. However, we feel that the Federal 
Government should provide the land, because a large part of it is re- 
quired anyway for other project purposes, and the access roads and 
the minimum sanitary and drinking-water facilities, and parking 
areas, but beyond that point we feel that the States should put in the 
further developments. 


INCOME FROM CONCESSIONS 


Mr. Cannon. In the absence of facilities provided by the States or 
by local units you meet this need through concessions to concession- 
naires? 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir; we do wherever we can. We obtain 
concessionnaires who as part of their concession will provide certain 
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public facilities and, of course, charge for other things such as the 
rental of boats or the sale of refreshments. 

Mr. Cannon. In those cases, General, is there an excess of funds 
at times, and is there a profit above the amount of the contract by 
the concessionnaire accruing to the Federal Government? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; there always is some money coming in. 

Mr. Cannon. What disposition is made of such funds? 

General Irscunur. That money, sir, goes directly into the Treas- 
ury of the United States, and of the total amounts obtained, 75 
percent goes to the States for use by the local governments. 

Mr. Cannon. Approximately what would those aggregate? What 
is the income from concessions? 

General Irscunmr. At the present time, sir, it is running about 
$1.5 million a year, sir. That is for all leases including other types 
of leases than concessions. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you think those contracts or those leases are 
equitable? Do you think the Federal Government gets its full share? 

General Irscuner. I think the 75-25 percent ratio is fair enough, 
sir, in view of the fact that the local governments often lose taxes 
because of the construction of the project. However, we do believe 
that they should expect to lose some taxes, because they have less 
services to perform for which the taxes are collected, and also because 
we think that generally the growth around the project becomes 
quite great and they collect taxes on that incremental growth. 

But, nevertheless, I feel that the 75-25 percent ratio is satisfactory. 

Mr. Cannon. Naturally an accurate account is kept of these items, 
and your bookkeeping department could report on those in detail. 

What would you say would be the gross take to the Federal Govern- 
ment from the concessionaries? 

General Irscuner. I would have to furnish that figure, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Suppose you supply that information for the record. 

General Irscunmr. It is quite substantial; yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Also give us the percentage of the gross take which 
inures to the Government. 

General Irscunzr. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows:) 

During calendar year 1957, the total gross revenue of commercial concessionaries 
operating on civil works ponies areas under leases from the Department of the 
Army was $4,859,000. he rental paid to the Department of the Army and 
deposited in the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts was $304,211 of which the 
Government retains $76,053 (25 percent) and $228,158 (75 percent) is disbursed 
to the several States in accordance with law (sec. 206 of the Flood Control Act 
of 1954). 

Mr. Cannon. There has been no discussion so far as you are aware 
of the adequacy of the percentage received by the Federal Govern- 
ment? 

General Irscuner. I know the subject has been discussed from 
time to time, sir, but we feel that the 75-25 percent ratio is as good as 
any that you could get. We think it is satisfactory, and we have had 
no real complaints that it is not. 
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CONTINGENCY ALLOWANCES ON PROJECTS BEING COMPLETED IN 1959 


Mr. Cannon. A number of projects in the budget will be completed 
with the funds requested for 1959. You have a number of instances 
in which you will complete them in 1959 and we would be glad if you 


would put a list in the record, if you will, of those projects which will 
be completed. 


General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. And if you would indicate for each of those on the 
list how much is included in the estimate for contingencies. 

I believe you submitted a list of those earlier. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; we do have a list here, if you would 
like to have a copy of it. 

Mr. Cannon. This is quite a substantial list of projects and you 
will indicate on your list how much is included in the estimate for 
contingencies. 

General I[rscuner. Sir, these projects that you mention—I believe 
you are referring to those which are going to be completed in fiscal 
year 1959? 

Mr. Cannon. Completed in fiscal year 1959 with 1959 funds. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

(The list is as follows:) 


Proyects TuHat Witt Be Compietep Wire Fiscat YEAR 1959 BupcGer 
EstTIMATE 


Contingency allowance in estimated cost of uncompleted work 


FE ee ee ee ee ae eee oe aakore ur wae ee rs $206, 000 


Arkansas River and tributaries, Arkansas (emergency bank protection). 349, 000 
Walnut Bayou, Ark 


San Diego River and Mission Bay, Calif..................-------- 182, 000 
a a a a a as aed oe cael ced 321, 000 
ee a, oe fake wlaeperparign amare mane 86, 000 
Bee eee. OL. dL LE ici. 2 te 92, 000 
eeeen meservele, Rene. so cinnd ce cause cins ee Eolas 780, 000 
EE IE insect ot enti cieneen diwaidealicunee cgbhindie dienes 328, 000 
Cumberland, Md., and Ridgeley, W. Va_....-....-.---------------- 389, 000 
En ER Song cose eS Seer ne hn ee eam ae 670, 000 
Ee ee ee ee. a ee 63, 000 
meee pees Thathed. Mien. 2. oe eee bah dn ees 164, 000 
Whitefish Point Harbor, Mish... 1.2... 26-0 2 sec nnss eo cs ce tess 84, 000 
en ON AON IN I aac ss aie nd ta enengint attain aah bie gym addi 200, 000 
SY RE, a a nee dk na agen ane amareorente neds 168, 000 
Te Ms. Lucove Sees thodonncackaussdanceneananecqumneseye 93, 000 
Cheatham lock and dam, Tennessee___.._.....-------.------------ 308, 000 
ee eater Renerwoles Wea ia tescsi icc beudes  masasb ease 77, 000 
momolk & Portemouth RR. bridge......... 2... 2-22 snddessncses 119, 000 
es Mbver and Mimmber, | WOO xc case ie cen d dsend tiecenmangaen 125, 000 

BO dncccncncccensddbhen sebbbilcdebbabedbcseusaenenns 4, 896, 000 


Mr. Cannon. Is this an accurate list? : 
General Itscuner. Yes, sir; that list that you have handed me is 


an accurate list of the 21 projects which can be completed with fiscal 
year 1959 funds. 


ACCURACY OF ESTIMATES FOR CONTINGENCIES 


Mr. Cannon. General, at the time you submitted the estimates 
you included in each of these, I take for granted, a certain amount 
for contingencies? 


ee 
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General IrscHNnmER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Certainly in a number of these projects no contin- 
gencies will develop, and the amount reserved for contingencies will be 
in abeyance? 

General IrscHNnER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How much would that amount to in total? 

General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, I understand the question. We 
believe at this time that all these projects have been estimated 
correctly. We have no reason to believe that there would be any 
savings in these contingencies. 

Mr. Cannon. But you did reserve something for contingencies? 

General ItscuHner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. That money should, then, be still available and it 
would aggregate how much? 

Sesaat IrscHNER. We believe, Mr. Chairman, that there have 
been no indications that these 21 projects will cost any less than the 
amount that we have allowed, socludinis the allowance for con- 
tingencies. 

The reason for that is that these estimates were prepared relatively 
recently. There has not been much of a construction season since 
they were originally estimated and revised. 

We revised them in the latter part of the last calendar year. 

I do hope that there will be savings from these projects due to the 
fact that the contingencies do not develop and I would anticipate 
that there certainly would be some, but I am unable at this time to 
tell you what they are, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, at this time it would be impossible to make 
an accurate estimate, and we would be glad if you would scrutinize 
each of these projects with the view to finding if there were any funds 
provided for contingencies which may not be needed. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; we will go through the entire list of 21 
projects, sir, and if there are any savings that can be made we shall 
be glad to do that, sir. 


FEASIBILITY OF PURCHASE OF DREDGES 


Mr. Cannon. This question of equipment which has come up from 
time to time and the question of dredges is still with us. 

In accordance with our request last year—the request of the com- 
mittee—you have submitted a report on the feasibility of Government 
purchase of additional dredges. 

You are planning to purchase, I note from your statement, 1 dredge, 
or possibly 2 dredges. 


NEED FOR HOPPER DREDGES 


What are you suggesting as to the purchase of dredges and for what 
are they needed? 

General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, we have already awarded a 
contract for the construction of one dredge. It is a hopper dredge to 
be used on the Great Lakes. 
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Mr. Cannon. These dredges must necessarily be built to speci- 
fications? 

General Itscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. They are not standard equipment that can be 
ordered at any time? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. A hopper dredge is a type of dredge 
which no contractor in the United States owns. It is a peculiar type 
of dredge which only the Government constructs, and it is a type that 
is particularly suited for use in open waters. Other dredges of the 
pipeline type are not suited for this purpose. 

Mr. Cannon. It is not feasible to have such equipment kept in 
stock? 

General Irscuner. That is exactly correct, sir. Each one is built 
for a particular purpose. This particular dredge for use on the Great 
Lakes is going to be a rather large one. It will serve to deepen the 
harbors of the Great Lakes and to then maintain their depths after 
the St. Lawrence seaway is completed. 

Mr. Cannon. Approximately, what is the life of one of these 
dredges? 

General Irscuner. Oh, they Jast a very long time, sir; I suppose 
they would probably last 50 years. 

Mr. Cannon. In your contract with the contractor you agree to 
supply this material, and you think the Government saves by that 
plan, or do you think that it would be advantageous and, perhaps, 
more economical to let the contractor supply his own equipment? 

General Irscuner. Sir, I believe you are referring still to dredging? 

Mr. Cannon. We are referring to the dredges; yes, sir. 

General Irscuner. The Government operates its own dredges. We 
do not furnish these dredges to contractors. 

Mr. Cannon. These dredges are not supplied to the contractor? 

General IrscHneEr. No, sir; they are not. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you think you could do the work just as effi- 
ciently and more economically by contracting for it? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; we believe that for most types of 
dredging we can do it better and more economically with contractors, 
and wedo. The only type of dredging that we do in any large amount 
now is this hopper dredging which the contractors are not able to 
accomplish because they do not have the hopper dredges, and that, 
as I said, is the type of work which is done in open waters where the 
normal dredge cannot operate. 


SAVINGS ON NEW HOPPER DREDGE 


Mr. Cannon. Over the 50-year life of this dredge, how much would 
the Government save through constructing it? 

General Irscuner. That is a very difficult figure to give you except 
in a very broad way. But I wou estimate that it would be several 
times its cost. This particular dredge—the one that we are just 
procuring for the Great Lakes—will cost about just under $10 million. 
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ALLOWANCE FOR SLIPPAGE IN BUDGETING PROJECT ALLOTMENTS 


Mr. Cannon. The justifications show for the fiscal year 1958 the 
programing of less amounts than actually were appropriated. How 
do you account for that? 

General _Irscuner. In preparing the budget request for 1958 and 
actually, too, for this year, we made an allowance for anticipated 
slippage. Last year the amount of slippage that was estimated was 
$29 million. So, therefore, the total amount appropriated was $29 
million less than the sum of all the individual items that made up that 
program. 

This year the same thing is true only the amount is $30 million, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Apparently that is inevitable and occurs from year 
to year, but I thought we should have it on the record as it runs all 
through the estimates. 

General Itscuner. We think, sir, that it does add a great deal to 
the flexibility and the insurance that we will use the funds appro- 
priated, because if projects drop behind, others are capable of going 
faster. It results in a much more efficient program overall to have a 
moderate amount of slippage allowed. 


PROJECT BACKLOG 
PROJECTS READY FOR ADVANCE PLANNING 


Mr. Cannon. How many authorized projects are there in which 
you have completed the examination and surveys which have not been 
moved into the advanced planning stage? 

General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, all the projects in the fiscal year 
1959 budget 

Mr. Cannon. Not the budget, General Itschner, will you give us 
the total. 

General Irscuner. The total overall? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes, sir. What is the total of the authorized 
projects on which you have completed this first stage of examination 
and surveys, but which you have not yet moved into advanced 
planning? 

General Irscuner. The number overall of our active authorized 
projects not underway is 394. That includes navigation and flood 
control and multiple-purpose projects. 





PROJECTS READY FOR CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Cannon. And how many of them are there in which you have 
completed advanced planning, but have not yet moved into con- 
struction stage? 

General Irscuner. Could I furnish that information to you for 
the record, sir? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes, if you will put in a list for the record in the order 
of the benefit-cost ratio, starting at the highest ratio. 

General Irscuner. Y es, sir. 

(The information requested follows:) 

There are 394 active authorized projects on which construction has not been 


started. Of these, there are 39 projects on which preconstruction planning has 
been completed, and 82 projects on which preconstruction planning is normally 
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accomplished with the first construction appropriation. Planning has not been 
ee on 173 projects. 

The table below lists the 121 projects on which further planning will not be 
required. They are arranged in the order of the last evaluated benefit-cost ratio 
(table la). Those projects on which no benefit-cost ratio has been evaluated are 
arranged alphabetically in State order (table 1b). 

In addition to the 121 projects listed on tables la and 1b, planning is not re- 
quired prior to receipt of construction funds on the uncompleted portions of 26 
additional projects. There also are 40 additional projects on which preconstruc- 
tion planning is not complete, but which, because of the advanced stage of pre- 
construction planning or the limited amount required, could be initiated in the 
first year that construction funds are made available. Those projects are listed 
below in table II. 


TaBLE la.—Benefit-to-cost ratios for active authorized projects on which preconstruc- 
tion planning is complete, or on which such planning 1s not normally undertaken 
prior to the receipt of construction appropriations 


Benefit-to-cost ratio 
Mississippi River, Baton Rouge to the Gulf of Mexico, 40-foot chan- 

MD RUNNERS, SAPOUISRINIOS 5 cos: its ma.on seins mn wo abs hd oes egal ie narocani 15.10 to 1 
Lower Columbia River improvement to existing works: Peninsula 

Reetnaed District No. Sireme a 6.41 to 1 
Muscatine Island Levee District and Muscatine-Louisa County 

ene Dees NO: Te. BOWE. 2... . pon coe ences nagheocmamme 5.85 to 1 
Lower Columbia River improvement to existing works: Rainier 

ge oy i alae apres materia ses i arcs: Resale les nF 5.63 to 1 
nT WEEE CONTIG BTR. 8 oo nen eal a dead Seeded crane 5.35 to 1 
Black Rock Channel and Tonawanda Harbor, N. Y___...---------- 5.00 to 1 
ST UIE CN ae ae a, 4.80 to 1 
Texas City Channel, Galveston County: Turning basin extension, 

aerial lay te eploeastee aES  mpel Srcaee eat a tet 14.70 to 1 
Texas City Channel, Galveston County: 36-foot project, Texas__-__- 1 4.70 to 1 
Lower Columbia River improvement to existing works: Peninsula 

Zmnege District No. t, On .- . 6. asc cane ncnn ae acennn 3.71 to 1 
Clearwater Beach Island, Pinellas County, sand replenishment, 

I i ae a a el ee een 3.40 to 1 
Long Key Pinellas County, sand replenishment, Florida___.......- 3.40 to 1 
Sand Key, Pinellas County, sand replenishment, Florida_--_-_-.-_---- 3.40 to 1 
Treasure Island, Pinellas County, sand replenishment, Florida_-_--_-- 3.40 ta 1 
EE: Ce COTE TE Oe een eben am agteas 3.16 to 1 
EY SEO: SO oon a oa cic alan morale nat we nents ee manent 3.10 to 1 
RF ate eg Rete Bieter ihn Sap eo Ts 2.86 to 1 
Winnetka Cook C ‘ounty RIE CRES SEs one era eae eae eetae 2.86 to 1 


Jamaica Bay, Kings and Queens Cos: 15-foot channel in Mott Basin, 


ER Ses tar Sn eRe eigen a te cee wi hi et Ae eer 2.80 to 1 
Columbia River between Vancouv er, Wash., and The Dalles, Oreg. 

Camas Washougal turning basin, Washington einen th tl ena dtnae ated 2.80 to 1 
IT EEUNO.” DONT nn en ene ee aie ea eee eee 2.70 to 1 
Lower Columbia River improvement to existing works: Beaver 

Drainage District, Oregon______-_- Oe Oe ee ae ee 2.61 to 1 
Tee ee en ee nen ee ee a 2.53 to 1 
ES On Se ee ee a ee 2.51 to 1 
Point Mugu to San Pedro Breakwater, ‘Los Angeles County, Groins 

nnn: “CEN a rt ee ee ee ee eee 2.50 to 1 
Waikiki Beach Island of Oahu, T. H___-- Sy aT dss ce eg eae aceon baa 2.50 to 1 
I = = Scenes Be sae hm See ee ies eB 2.50 to 1 
Jamaica Bay 15- “foot PINES DOU LUMEN. IN, Buh... 5. nce nnaneaar 2.50 to 1 
Noyo River and Harbor: Extension of channel, California_________- 2.49 to l 
Los Angeles and Long Beach POMP OOES, Clan. oo taba: anntaneh ce 2.20 to 1 
nn INS SURNIRE Ooms ae camara 2.20 to 1 
Neva and Olga Straits, ee ip tonal kel adegerttee ie Fadia ee 2.05 to 1 
Davenport Harbor, Iowa beta eae OS er NS a ee eo a ee 2.02 to 1 
Fabius River Drainage District, ee eens 2.02 to 1 
McKinney Bayou and Bz arkman Cree dee ies SUE BU Stee now 2.00 to 1 
Summersville Reservoir, W. Va__._..-.--.-...-.---------------- 2.00 to 1 
Hunt Drainage District and Lima Lake Drain age Dist, Tllinois_____- 1.99 to 1 
ne a ane Ce nn no Serer one as ee Cee 1.90 to 1 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 31. 
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TaBLeE Ia.—Benefit-to-cost ratios for active authorized projects on which preconstruc- 
tion planning 1s complete, or on which such planning 1s not normally undertaken 
prior to the receipt of construction appropriations—Continued 


Benefit-to-cost ratio 
Evanston, Cook County, jetties beach replenishment, Illinois. _-_—_-_- 1.90 tol | 
Hudson River, New York City to Albany, N. Y______------.---_-. 1.90 tol | 
Coos and Millicoma River, Oreg.._-.....--..2 222-222 eee 1.89 tol | 
pape < araeet Paver, Tit and Ted ooo bilo LL 1.87 to 1 
Erie Harbor: Approach channel and turning basin, Pennsylvania -.. 1.80 tol | 
Lower Columbia River improvement to existing works: Sauvie Island 

Drakes District, Oregons. 02 Ses ee ee ee scie cs 1.74 tol | 
Lynn-Nahant Beach replenishment and stone mound, Massachusetts. 1.70 tol | 
a an cic eluncinns ce res i ow 1.70 tol | 
I Fe ii aii cis nisin wow cine dined & diese weal 1.70 to 1 
Vermilion to Sheffield Lake Village, groins seawall beach replenish- 

epee. Sk a SRS See Sloe Pe LC AL aes 1.70 to 1 
Tampa Harbor, Fla.: 

(a) Hillsboro River 9-foot channel____...........---------..- 1.61 to 1 

(6) Removing obstructions between Florida Ave. bridge and city 

ali de nes Wehbe ob need 1.61 to 1 

Redwood City Harbor, Calif.: 

(a) 30-foot depth entrance and Redwood Creek Channels_-_-_-_--- 1 1,60 tol 

(b) Channel extension and second turning basin__........_--_-- 1 1.60 to 1 
Ne eee cence me muah enet ae 1.60 to 1 
a oo ar ane ces ope baa Dnt pieloed = hs ed linlgsesah 4 os eo 1.60 to 1 | 
Columbia River between Vancouver, Wash., and The Dalles, Oreg.: 

Hood River small boat basin, Oregon. .-.....-....-.--..--..... 1.60 to 1 | 
Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, Tex__.._..-..-.--_----.-- 1.60 to i 
Sitka Harbor small boat Harbor: Forest Service Basin, Alaska_ _-- --- 1.55 to 1 
ee ae a Rana caiea i a miele ie wae mie ore alee 1.52 to 1 
I, Sd a Na ar ca tapi oa bho nto ada eb 1.50 to 1 
a ate barn aliga ea tiv ces io aeiteh ae 1.50 to 1 
I ET SOI Gs calan on 25 onns me a so nigel einen poeta dime nvihee aed 1.50 to 1 
Truckee River and tributaries, Nevada and California__........_.-- 1.50 to 1 
PI WWE a. prin we eae ke o nsde da Wk MAM eSeke bids alt aa Uhenle-eh bi di 1 1.50 to l 
Narragansett pier, Ww ashingtoun County, beach replenishment and 

ET TO stra ct sik cane ah meedinme emp een Oboe tines 1.50 to 1 
Selkirk Shores State Park, seawalls, jetties, groins and beach replenish- 

Sagi genie tang, phi eg 2 pe nae IP setae 1.47 tol 
Apalachicola Bay, Franklin County, dredge 6-foot channel at East- 

SL tel oi. cowed. . wks ailee welt eineie sae Ricmmibin ceihenihie 1.44 tol 
Chicago, Cook County, piers, groins, bulkheads and beach replenish- 

I ain rhe nabs neces ach ots cao es ie wa aan Ran ae 1.43 to 1 
EE SUE WUE: SEG ne a hasan sbuucd seu cuan sume a — caine oe 1.43 to 1 
Carpinteria to Point Mugu, Ventura County, groins, California____-- 1.40 to 1 
Cieem TarOGe POSOT VON, TRGB nn ais we cccensanonsdenatcaee 11,40 to 1 
ea os cs ores en avs to nmin Sapna caine Se 11.40 tol 
es ee Oe RT en ee a aan eibaad 1.40 to 1 
DP MiG. MEU. oo sas cad Cae nae n nna ce bsmnte + eamediet = 1.40 to 1 
En a ae ceed tc aed hae eee iainta 1.40 to 1 
Quincy Shore, beach replenishment, concrete and steel bulkhead, sea- 

wall and groips, Massachusetts. | og oon cena cn nck nbonwsensnc 1.40 to 1 
Taunton River: 12-foot turning basin and 8-foot Anchorage, Mass... 1.40 tol 
Newark Bay, Hackensack and Passaic Rivers, N. J.---.----.------ 1.40 to l 
PC? ChUGl, IN, Son aenascusiescuncch anecatacue hited umshel 1.40 to 1 
Lower Columbia River bank protection, Oregon and Washington- -- - 11.40 tol 
Sn SER I OORT’ Ra as ote ni ld tah ln wh tae Sram 11,38 to 1 
Lake Forest, Lake Count, SOREN I ai cas odin cing wien dBarialinn sO Seino 1.37 to l 
Rogue River Harbor at Gold IE MES cack ost oa ei ne eal 1.36 to 1 
nD DE ME WOE PR oon oo ao wo oo co eigenen aati a 1.36 to 1 
a ee. son oa ua dueuen ewan ste S sae beoie 1.33 to 1 
Lake Bluff, Lake County, groins, beach replenishment, Illinois - - ~~~ 1.33 to 1 
Surfside, Anaheim Bay Harbor, Orange County, sand feeder beach, 

a ca. «win brigerinaeigadiiarenmed tare changes Aline chine demand oath 1,31 to 1 
Connecticut River below Hartford, Conn__.......--..-.---..-_--- 1.30 to 1 
EE GR, FE. oon cow anc su hk awddlnsccnck enki agumasgers 1.30 to 1 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 31. 
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TABLE Ia.—Benefit-to-cost ratios for active authorized projects on which preconstruc- 
tion planning is complete, or on which such planning is not normally undertaken 
prior to the receipt of construction appropriations—Continued 


Benefit-to-cost ratio 
ST EOD, DNNN Ju5sS . ee Ses Seb ewe ho cit okts ameeebien 1.30 to 1 
Manchester Harbor, Mass_._.....-.---- a aR 1.30 to l 
Seen INCE: GUNEENONIE Ue ncaa oo sc cl amino gre ak ween amet © «aterm 1.30 to 1 
cen: NUM, ro. ~ nis hates nepaddh age adh heard deme ce eae 1.30 to 1 
Seal Beach, Anaheim Bay Harbor, Orange County, sand fill and groin, 

SR re So ak as ks A Os old ek aie a a mae a eee wale % 1.28 to 1 
Deer Beerwees MW... uu aden acc aware betes ods beens peernat 1.28 to 1 
I MN no nn oe ee ne eae ae 1.27 to 1 
Bt. Joespn Bay, Port St. Joe Harbor, Fis..--= 2-2 lee 1.26 to 1 
ee Rae Eee, DEMS 2 oe a awe 1.26 to 1 
Sn. SSMS, So roto os Sos fa oe ree ee 1.22 tol 
Arkansas River and tributaries (bank stabilization)_-_........_.--- 11.20 to 1 
Columbia River local protection: Lightning Creek, Idaho____._____- 1.20 to 1 
PG SE Ce WORE, "NT 8 a eS ee ee ea eat oe 1.20 to 1 
Mississippi River opposite Chester Illinois, Mo_._.....-.---------- 1.20 to 1 
Napatree Beach, Washington County, beach replenishment and 

Sn Se, BUMNIME So a oe me Ra padek ees eee 1.20 to 1 
ar ay Sere, CME oe oma memennad? cannes eende 1.17 to 1 
eG REMMRneees CU IOR TC URTIO = oon on nn ee ae ee eee 1.17 to 1 
Pens OVO, Mane... 1. nko oy oes eet pewawee 11.13 to 1 
Columbia River local protection: Prineville area, Oregon_-_-_----_--- 1.13 to 1 
a Wt: eta B= wees mn ae on en ee ere 2b ee 1.10 to 1 
een pel bape habe ab ae ee hee Ae 1.10 to 1 


Gulf Intracoastal Waterway between Apalachee Bay, Fla., Mexican 
border Galveston District Colorado River Channel, Tex 

Edgewater Park, Cuyahoga County, groins, beach replenishment, 
giantess cache cla oe ase as dante din baat ee Eee 1.05 to 1 


1 Benefit-to-cost ratio evaluated on the basis of a system of projects of which this project is an integral part. 
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TABLE Ib.—Projects on which benefit-to-cost ratios have not been evaluated 


(These projects are principally those authorized in the interest of safety and con- 
venience of navigation) 

Seldovia Harbor, Alaska. 

San Diego Harbor area M, Calif. 

Chicago River, Ili. 

Big Bay Harbor, Mich. 

St. Clair River, North Channel outlet, Mich. 

Grand Marais Harbor, Minn. 

Delaware River at Camden, 37-foot channel at Marine Terminal, N. J. 

Delaware River, Philadelphia, to sea: 37 by 600 foot channel from Philadelphia- 
Camden Bridge to Allegheny Avenue and Port Richmond anchorage, N. J. 

Manasquan River, N. J. 

Willamette River above Portland and Yamhill River, Oreg. 

Milwaukee Harbor, Wis. 
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TaBie IIl.—Projects on which preconstruction planning is not complete, but because 
of the advanced stage of preconstruction planning, or the limited amount requtred, 
construction could be initiated the first year that funds are made available for that 
pur pose 


aan 
ratio 

Channel connecting Thoroughfare Bay with Cedar Bay, N. C____._- 8.01 to 1 
Norfolk Harbor, southern branch, 35-foot channel, Virginia_-_--...--- 3.6 to 1 
Detroit River, Mich.: channel north of Belle Isle__.__.......---.-_- 3.5 to 1 
Great Lakes to Hudson River Waterway, N. Y.: 14-foot channel 3.2 to 1 


between locks and 20-foot overhead clearance. 


ns one anne gin winntnemistihaaaddandsietne 2.95 to 1. 
Pe PeeGr, IN, © nn ccceciboendeabianababsoneston 12.8 to 1. 
ee en an encsmedeinn edo 12.8 to 1. 
Maxwell locks and dam, Pennsylvania__............-..._..--.-- 1 2.75 to 1. 
Pass Cavallo-Port Lavaca Channel, Tex..............-__._.-____- 2.50 to 1. 
I ee ni bcbanmuneanndwacune 2.18 to 1. 
Mobile Harbor, 40-foot channel, Alabama_-__..._..........-_--_- 2.04 to 1. 
I II, POINT EI a wat 1.90 to 1. 
Pike Island locks and dam, Ohio and West Virginia__.__......_-_-- 1.8 to l. 
Columbia River, local protection, Oregon: Malheur River_.__.._--- 1.79 to 1. 
Detroit River, Mich.: enlarge Trenton Channel___......._..___-_- 1.75 to 1. 
De Te en in ped aanenw ios 1.67 to 1. 
Manteo (Shallowbag) Bay, 12-foot channel to Manteo and Wanchese, 

a a en a crt he bE on men at asap soe atearaintelienh 1.65 to 1 
SE I a ce kitense es aku ale nan nibdntnmees cia 1.60 to 1 
Sa scaler eb dpc as be ance Bebe 1.56 to 1 
Santa Maria. Valley jevece, Calif... ee eee 11.50 to 1 
Lower Columbia River, improvement to existing works, Oreg: 

I BU RG ING hg ooo ne wa eet ered ibenm« 1.49 to 1 
Noyo River and Harbor, Calif: Breakwater in harbor_-_--_-----~---- 1.46 to 1 
eee. oe oe ew abaacanueksenete 1.41 to 1 
Columbia River, local protection, Wash.: Randle area____--_._-_-- 1.40 to 1 
ee. Be emia aibdineets oanmansare & 11.34 to l 
ee pene, eee oss SSS Lee CD LOL J SEOUL ce 1.30 to 1 
I he a ci erthin e Miinaad are 1.28 to 1 
rr, en enensmbocnenpebnakensabsawce 1.27 to 1 
cS SS ye oe ceenanios enna eons iain eames 1.20 to 1 
ee cine emhe eip paar ee 1.2 to 1 
Westville Reservoir, A ia 5 nahi a at pe ated Bre chee matinee oe 1.2 to 1 
Navidad and Lavaca Rivers, Hallettsville, Tex_.........------ sau ee ea 
I ish te re - 1.06 tol. 
Columbia lock and dam, Alabama and Georgia____--..-..-------- 1 1.04 to 1. 
Ne aie eee 1.03 to 1. 
Skagway, Skagway River and dikes, Alaska_____.__---.---.------ 0.54 to 1. 
aati aet ae oak one. Not eval- 

uated. 
San Francisco Harbor and Bay, Calif.: Drift removal plant___- - --- Do. 
Muskingum River, reservoir; Black Fork, channel improvement, Do. 

Ohio. 

Columbia River, local protection, Washington: Crab and Wilson Do. 


and Wilson Creek. 


1 Benefit-to-cost ratio evaluated on the basis of a system of projects of which this project is an integral 
part. 
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LOCAL PROJECTS DEFICIENT IN MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. Unfortunately, every year there are projects and 
instances in which local interests have failed to come up with their 
end of the agreement. Last year, I believe, we included a list in the 
record of those projects where the local interests were delinquent in 
their maintenance work. It was a rather discouraging list. Has the 
situation improved in that respect? 

General Irscuner. We watch that matter very carefully, sir, but 
the list has not really changed much. The list covers just about the 
same projects that were not maintained properly the year before. It 
is about the same length list, and about the same names are on the list. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you attribute that to lack of attention on the 
part of the Government and its representatives, or do you attribute 
it to local economic conditions, or do you attribute it to mere neglect 
on the part of the local units in their effort to shirk part of their 
obligation? ; 

General Irscuner. I think, sir, that it cannot be said that the 
deficiency results from any lack of attention on the part of the Corps 
of Engineers, because we inspect all the levees at least once a year and 
sometimes twice a year. 

We write local interests letters pointing out the specific deficiency 
that we have noted in these inspections. We try to get the local 
interests to accompany our inspectors in these inspections, so they 
can look at the work together. Therefore, I feel that the most prob- 
able cause of these deficiencies is the economic situation in the par- 
ticular diking districts or flood-control districts in which the deficiency 
exists. 

STATE DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECT DEFICIENCES 


Last year, for instance, there were 22 projects which were found 
deficient in maintenance, and they seem to be rather bunched; in 
fact, 4 out of the 22 are in 1 county in the State of Oregon, Clackamas 
County. This year in the State of Oregon they had 6; the State of 
Illinois had 6; Arkansas had 3; Indiana had 2; and the following States 
had 1 instance of deficient maintenance: Iowa, Idaho, Louisiana, Ala- 
bama, and Colorado. 

Now, I should not give the impression that, percentagewise, this is 
a large amount, because we find that, generally, the local interests are 
meticulous in maintaining their levees in a proper manner, and they 
do a wonderful job of it. I think, particularly, the Mississippi River 
levees are extremely well maintained. Therefore, these delinquencies 
are the exception rather than the rule, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. From the list you read there, it is apparent that the 
States of Illinois and Oregon are among the more delinquent? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you limit your efforts to pull these recalcitrants 
into line through the mere writing of letters? Is there any other 
course you can take which would bring more coercive influence to bear? 

General IrscHNER. One of the measures we have taken, sir, is to 
try to get the States concerned to enforce the maintenance by obtain- 
ing State legislation. We have made efforts in a number of these 
States where they have deficiencies to try to get the States to do it, 
but we have not been successful. 

Mr. Cannon. You have not been successful? 
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General Irscuner. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Would it be more effective if you recommended 
Federal legislation? : 

General Irscuner. There is, of course, in each one of these cases 
spear’ Federal legislation which authorized the project which mes omen 
the local interests to maintain it, but there is no punitive or enforce- 
ment legislation that I know of that is available to the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Cannon. The list you placed in the record last year does not 
seem to have been very effective, but we will ask you to again place a 
similar list in the record this year at this point. 

General ItscHnerR. Yes, sir. 

(The list referred to follows:) 


Local flood-protection projects deficient in maintenance Estimated 
Arkansas: repair cost 
Black River, Poplar Bluff to Knobel_-___..__------ ee ee dee $16, 000 
Cardens Bottom Drainage District No. 2._............._------- 8, 500 
Tucker Lake Levee and Drainage District__....________- mG tk SS 3, 000 
Idaho: St. Maries, St. Joe River___...___-- Bee. tu ist BI ee5. 2 5, 000 
Illinois: 
NN a a < alue shu s wc trea eas ecg ae ae ae 43, 000 
Neen ne et a a eal heh ere gil mot 16, 000 
Hennepin Drainage and Levee District.__-.....-.-.--.--------- 150, 000 
CRA MEOW oso acidic See eb LLL 28, 000 
Settee 702 a... kn eure ot Seely teeta taall Wha ~thdo 55, 000 
Indiana: 
CE ot eee en lear acwive ube auconeeaceud 50, 000 
Pneumol at eRe iet) ro ee 65, 000 
ROWER eh atte SPONOTON.: 25. 2.5. es eke ee bs se iiwis waa 15, 000 
Louisiana: 
Red River below Denison___-_-_-_-_-_-_-_- se a i a oa 8 60, 000 
mea iver in-vieinity Of Shreveport. ....-. ee 80, 000 
Oregon: 
Clatsop County Diking District No. 8..........----_---.------- 20, 000 
Clatsop County Diking District No. 13.__..-._.-.-------------- 30, 000 
a ds os, writ niin otek bis ed o> 26 5, 000 
nn nk mane ppllins arabes slime tale’ ot Osh 2, 000 
Sa rir SENOOe OOM 2 ne et Ee ncn oe 30, 000 
essere As eked os isis Lo nas pane Oc a Ja SOLU 681, 500 


DRY RUN, DECORAH, IOWA PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, will you yield right there? 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from lowa. I am glad to notice 
that Iowa is not one of the top States on the list. 

Mr. Jensen. My face is a little red to see that an Iowa project is 
on this list. 

General Itscunmr. It is located at the other corner of the State 
from your district, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, and I am not responsible for the whole State. 
However, it is my State, and I am quite proud of my State. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 
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COST OF REHABILITATING LEVEES TO SATISFACTORY STANDARD 


Mr. Jensen. What is the amount, dollarwise, that these projects 
have suffered, so far as local participation is concerned, General 
Itschner? 

General IrscHNner. I do not have an estimate of the cost of rehabili- 
tating these levees so as to bring them up to a satisfactory standard. 
There are 20 projects and, making a very rough estimate of the cost, 
I would say that it probably would be under $5 million, certainly, 
and probably a good deal less than that. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, does this come about mainly due to the fact 
that they have not properly maintained their levees? Is that the 
principal item? 

General IrscunerR. Yes, sir, that is the deficiency. They have 
not maintained their levees properly—these levees protecting them— 
even though the agreement was made at the time the project was 
authorized, and constructed, that the Federal Government would 
construct the levees and that they would take them over and maintain 
them. They have not done it in these 20 cases out of hundreds of 
cases in the country. 

Mr. JENSEN. Since an lowa project is on the list, I shall ask you, 
General, to place in the record the situation that exists as far as the 
Dry Run project is concerned, and do not be bashful about telling the 
story. 

(The information on Dry Run, Decorah, Iowa, follows:) 

One portion of the city of Decorah was protected by a section of dike in which 
three 48-inch culverts were placed at one location and six 48-inch culverts were 
placed at another point to provide local drainage of about 350 acres. The ditch 
leading to the three 48-inch culverts has been filled with only a 36-inch culvert 
under a supermarket area having been installed to lead water to the three 48- 
inch culverts. In addition, the low ground which provided a waterway to the 
six 48-inch culverts has been filled so that water will have to pond about 3 feet in 
depth on United States Highway 52 before it can reach the bank of 6 outlet 
culverts. The deficiencies at this location were first brought to the attention of 
the mayor of Decorah by letter dated October 31, 1952, and at intervals by letter 
and word of mouth since that time. To date, no corrective action has been taken. 
Drainage ditches estimated to cost $15,000 are required to correct the deficiency. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that this committee should make a point 
of that fact, and try to do something about these 20 projects where 
the local people have not kept up their part of the contract. After 
all, when the taxpayers of the whole country are paying part of the 
bill, or most of the bill, I should say, to protect people against floods, 
et cetera, surely the local people should appreciate that enough to 
live up to their contract to the letter. 

Mr. Cannon. That is the purpose of this inquiry. 

Mr. Jensen. Certainly, the local people generally pay only a small 
part of the whole bill. 

Mr. Cannon. That is the purpose for which the list was requested 
last year, and that is the purpose for which the list is requested this 


year, but up until this time it does not seem to have been particularly 
effective. 
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POSSIBLE CORRECTIVE ACTION FOR DEFICIENT MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Taser. Is there any approach, I wonder, as to this situation 
that the engineers should make or we should make to limit funds for 
further construction in the territory and on the projects that are in 
that condition? 

Mr. Cannon. As I understand General Itschner’s reply to my 
inquiry just now, he seems to think they have exhausted all resources 
at their command in bringing these recalcitrants into line, and has 
been equally unsuccessful in securing State legislation that would 
effect it. We are asking him now if it would be advisable or would be 
recommend Federal legislation? Of course, we understand—and 
I take for granted—that it should be made plain to all the States and 
to all of the interests involved that when we next take up a list of new 
starts, if we ever do, we will naturally favor those areas in which the 
local interests have redeemed their previous commitments and that 
we will react unfavorably to projects in those areas in which they 
have failed to keep faith with the Federal Government. 

Mr. JensEN. We said as much as that in our report last year, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. That is true. What would you say further? 

Mr. JensEN. I would say further that where any project is under 
construction now or where the Federal Government is paying operation 
and maintenance cost and local interests and States are not living up 
to their contract with their Government, then this committee certainly 
is completely justified in withholding any further funds for that 
project. 

Mr. Cannon. General Itschner, do you have authority to enforce 
any such penalties? 

General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, I can assure you that we would 
not recommend the start of a project if that project was to benefit 
solely the districts—either dyking districts or flood-control districts— 
which were deficient in maintaining existing projects. 

I am sure we would never recommend new construction for their 
benefit. 


Mr. Jensen. Now, General, are most of these projects on the list 
already completed? 


General Irscuner. Yes, sir; they are already completed. 


RESPONSIBILITY OF LOCAL INTERESTS FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Mr. JENSEN. But, youTare still spending money on operation 
and maintenance? 

General Irscuner. No, sir; not on these projects. These projects 
are to be maintained by the local interests. If they do not maintain 
them, they deteriorate. We do not maintain them. 

Mr. JENSEN. So, in effect, the Congress has no jurisdiction over 
them at all at the present time? 

General Irscuner. I think that is correct, sir. We have no direct 
jurisdiction over them. We certainly try very hard, as the con- 
struction agency, to pursuade them to maintain these projects. 


Mr. Jensen. Well, of course, it is their own funeral, so to speak; is 
it not? 
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General Ivscuner. That is exactly correct. It protects them, and 
they at times do not feel that they can afford to make the repairs 
they should make to the levees which protect their own property. 

Mr. Jensen. But here is where we still have an interest: When 
levees are destroyed by floods, the Army Engineers have a responsi- 
bility to repair those levees; do they not? 

General IrscHNER. We do, sir, have authority and I would say 
responsibility to restore levees during, or even anticipating a flood, to 
their preflood condition. So, we do have a peaponaitility, 

Mr. Jensen. And if those levees are not properly maintained and 
should a flood occur on that river, those levees will naturally be de- 
stroyed quicker than if they were properly maintained; is that correct? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. So, we do have a responsibility as Members of the 
Congress and you as the Army engineers in that respect; is that right? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; we do have a great responsibility in 
that respect and it is a situation that concerns us greatly. We 
spend a great deal of time trying to get these levees repaired. 

Mr. Jensen. I wonder how those people would feel if a flood 
should occur which destroyed those levees, and the Congress would 
act in such a way that the local interests would be obliged to repair 
aa tia levees because they have not kept them properly main- 
tained? 

General Irscuner. Well, sir, they should—— 

Mr. Jensen. That situation could arise by simply introducing 
legislation and passing it through the Congress to that effect that 
unless the local interests and States maintain their levees as they 
agreed to do, and if it is found that they were negligent in not doing 
so that the Federal Government would have no responsibility in 
repairing the levees. 

USE OF EMERGENCY FUNDS 


General Irscuner. I think, sir, that such legislation would be a 
modification of Public Law 99, which is our emergency authority, and 
it might be quite helpful. 

We do, however, this in cases where the maintenance has been 
deficient by the local interests: Before we undertake any repair work 
we require the local interests to pay for the amount of that deficient 
maintenance. In other words, we deduct the cost of making normal 
repairs required at the time of the flood from the amount the Federal 
Government pays and local interests pay the amount that is caused by 
deficient maintenance, and we pay the balance. 

But that is not the entire picture, because sometimes we become 
engaged in flood fighting, and the Federal Civil Defense Administra- 
tion enters into flood fights. 

So, the amount of expense to the Government that might be caused 
by deficient maintenance is often quite a lot larger than just the cost of 
restoring the levees. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Taser. Are there any additions to this “roll of honor” that you 
have here in last year’s records? ; 
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_ General Irscuner. No, sir; I do not have any additional names, 
sir; it is the same list. 
Mr. Jensen. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


SMALL LOCAL EXPENSES INVOLVED IN MAINTENANCE 


General Irscuner. I would like to just mention one more factor in 
here: You asked about what were the causes of their failure to per- 
form in accordance with their agreement. I gave the economic 
reason as one, but actually most of this work could be done without 
any expense to the districts, or at most just their own equipment 
expenses, and it would be a very nominal amount. However, it is 
largely labor that is required. So that makes it even more inexcus- 
able that they do not accomplish the work that is required. 


BENEFIT OF RED RIVER LEVEES TO DELINQUENT AREA 


Mr. Cannon. In this connection I note you are requesting $400,000 
in your revised estimate for the Red River levees, and for bank 
stabilization below Denison Dam, Tex., Ark., and La., and on the 
map which accompanies this request there is shown an area which 
runs practically up to or into the city of Shreveport, La., in which 
they have been delinquent. They are on the delinquent list here as 
shown on page 26 of the hearings. 

What would you say about providing this additional $400,000 
where they have not yet complied with their primary agreement? 

General Irscuner. I can say this, sir 

Mr. Cannon. It is in the estimates, and in the list of delinquents; 
is it not? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. If you will just glance, at the map which accom- 
panies the estimates here, you will see the city of Shreveport. 

General Irscuner. I can assure you, sir, that none of the funds that 
are requested in this budget request will be used for improving the 
river against floods in those areas where maintenance has been 
deficient. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, I did not mean to emphasize the fact that 
the city of Shreveport might benefit. It is immaterial whether the 
city benefits or not. The problem is that they have an agreement 
with us, and we have furnished the money on that basis and they 
have not kept their part of the bargain. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir, that is correct, but none of these funds 
will be used to benefit those people. The people who will benefit 
from the work we are proposing for fiscal 1959 live many miles away 
from the districts that are deficient in their maintenance. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course anything done on that river will benefit 
everybody below. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. Actually, if people are deficient in 
the maintenance of the levees the people downstream often will bene- 
fit when the levees fail because some of the floodwaters will be dissi- 
pated over the land upstream. In this case the work in fiscal 1959 
on the Red River levees and bank stabilization below Denison Dam 
is at a site which is many miles downstream from Shreveport and we 
have assurances which we feel are adequate that these people will 
maintain the work that is to be done. 
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Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. What would you say about this request for $400,000 
when they have not yet liquidated their obligations on monies already 
received? 

General Irscuner. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that since the people 
to be benefited from this request of $400,000 are completely separated 
from those who have been deficient, they are in different parishes, I 
think that this request should be considered just as valid as the 
request for similar work in any other part of the country. Therefore, 
I believe it should be honored, sir. 


UNOBLIGATED BALANCES 


Mr. Cannon. What is your present estimate of the June 30 unob- 
ligated balance? 

General Irscuner. Sir, we have been following our unobligated 
balance problem probably more carefully this year than ever before, 
and we estimate at this time that the unobligated balance at the end 
of the current fiscal year will be about $35.9 million, and I believe 
that that estimate will be realized. That is a very small amount, 
actually, as compared to what it has been in past years. That is 
the smallest amount that we have had in any year in the last 6 or 7 
except one, and that year it was $34.8 million. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you think that indicates an increasing trend? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. We are making a very determined 
effort to try to obligate all the funds we can and expend them also. 
In view of this present economic situation we feel it is extremely desir- 
able to get this money spent. We are not obligating money or ex- 
a it, though, if it means that it will result in a higher cost to the 

ederal Government. 

Mr. Cannon. We will be glad if you will insert in the record at 
this point a tabulation showing the unobligated balance for the last 
5 years. We would like to have 2 columns of figures, 1 column show- 
ing the amount of the unobligated balance which you reported at the 
time of the hearings, and the actual unobligated balance as of June 30 
of the fiscal year. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows:) 


Unobligated balances 


Estimated 


At end of fiscal year— at time of Actual 
hearings 
AB andi pntinns + caew a dig abakikce ebtoae bbob a teibaaeetininehihush eer ee ae $70 $103. 9 
A Deb db cg clinwise abd abAitnn dak da ddepwe dull ete atle ilele staid aisabt ad des 67 82.5 
ED cote acaiinadecotwichlanhurcauiadiabesdealahwakilen ada kd tee cogmeseadaieiien 34.8 
ik dict bid ne cinemas dliaas amid hahesnaien aang ta banaeda ah aan 82 75.7 
TE Pere re ae ee ae Tee Te ee Werte Tete ee ee ee i 80 103. 5 


Mr. Cannon. Mr. Evins. 

Mr. Evins. I have just a few questions. First I would like to 
commend General Itschner for his very excellent statement and for the 
fine work which the corps is performing under bis direction. 
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PROJECTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION 


Analyzing your statement of the budget for 1959, the committee 
notes, of course, that you are asking for more funds for your overall 
budget, but this does not indicate that the corps is constructing more 
projects than they have in other years in the past. Is that a true 
situation? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir, that is true, we are not constructing 
as many projects as we have in some past years. 

Mr. Evins. I believe you state you have under active construction 
261 projects throughout the United States. Is that true? 

General Irscuner. That statement is correct, sir. 

Mr. Evins. How many projects has the corps had under construc- 
tion at one time? 

General Itscuner. I shall have to furnish that information for the 
record, sir. It is considerably above the 261. 

Mr. Evins. Would you say it would substantially double that 
amount? 

General Irscuner. No, sir, I would not estimate that number. I 
would say between 300 and 400. I may be wrong. 

Mr. Evrns. It has been my unofficial or other information that you 
have had under construction at one time as many as 500 projects. 

General Irscuner. That could be correct, sir. I shall get the 
information and furnish it for the record. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you. 

(Information is as follows:) 

In fiscal year 1949 there were 358 projects under construction on which at 


least $10,000 each was available. There were 46 additional projects in construc- 
tion status with smaller amounts available. 


PROJECTS TO BE COMPLETED IN FISCAL YEAR 1959 


You also indicate that 25 projects are to be completed within the 
fiscal year? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir, 21 to be completed and 4 
to be substantially completed. 

Mr. Taser. You mean the fiscal year we are in, or the fiscal year 
to come? 

Mr. Evins. The fiscal year to come, I believe. Will you answer 
the gentleman? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; that is correct; 21 projects to be com- 
pleted with the funds requested in fiscal 1959, and 4 multipurpose 
projects with power will be substantially completed, sir. 

Mr. Evins. So, you have a less amount under construction than in 
previous years, and you have 21 to be completed and 4 to be sub- 
stantially completed, a total of 25, in fiscal 1959, which would reduce 
your overall construction program to a lower level than the corps has 
operated in the past? 

General IrscHnEeR. That is correct, with respect to the number of 
projects. 

Mr. Evins. How many projects do you, as Chief of Engineers, 
think that the corps could efficiently construct and efficiently carry 
forward at this time? 
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General Irscuner. I am sure, sir, as far as our construction and 
engineering capability alone is concerned, that we would be able to 
undertake an additional number of projects. 


REDUCTION IN REQUEST FOR GHNERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Evins. I notice also that your request for ‘General investiga- 
tions”’ is $7.8 million as against $10.8 million for fiscal 1958. What is 
the reason the reduction of funds for ‘General investigations” is so 


large? 

A IrscHNER. We have a very substantial investigation pro- 
gram underway. We have less, however, in our fiscal 1959 request 
than we actually received in 1958 or in some prior years. The reduc- 
tion has been accomplished by the Bureau of the Budget in connection 
with its overall analysis of the funding situation and our appropriation, 
and, no doubt, in light of the general situation as far as all Sole are 
concerned. 

Mr. Evins. Well, your request for investigations is less, and your 
construction request is less and yet, at the bottom of page 2 and the 
top of page 3 of your statement, you tell us that all restrictions on 
obligations and expenditures were removed early this calendar year. 


BUDGET BUREAU LIMITATIONS ON OBLIGATIONS AND EXPENDITURES 


General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. We are under no restric- 
tions now within the amount of funds that we have available to us, 
that were appropriated to us by Congress. 

Mr. Evins. What was the reason for lifting those restrictions? 

General Irscuner. The restrictions applied to all types of work we 
were doing. We were under a limitation of $630 million throughout 
the early part of this fiscal year, 1958, and then it became apparent, 
due to the very excellent construction season that we had last year 
prior to the first of the year the weather was extremely good; the 
usual cold weather was deferred—and we found we could not continue 
all projects under construction and that we would have to suspend a 
good many of them if we were to stay within the $630 million ceiling. 

When we informed the budget of this situation, they agreed to 
release funds which had been held in reserve by them so as to permit 
us to continue without a limitation. That is the situation we are 
under today. As a result of that release, we feel that our expendi- 
tures for the year, instead of being $630 million, will actually be up 
about $690 million, or an increase of $60 million. 

Mr. Evins. When was that restriction brought about by the Bureau 
of the Budget, and when did they lift it? 

General Irscuner. The limitation of $630 million was lifted on 
January 28, 1958, sir, and on the 31st of January we issued instruc- 
tions to our field offices that the monetary restriction was lifted. 


RESTRICTION ON NEW STARTS 


Mr. Evins. So that the restriction on expenditures has been lifted 
and, at the same time, the corps has not submitted to this committee 
any request for new starts. Why did you not submit any request 
for new starts at the time the restriction on expenditures was lifted? 
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General Irscuner. We were not permitted by the Bureau of the 
Budget to submit to them any request for new starts after the initial 
submission of a tentative budget request. Originally, we did submit 
new starts to them in the amount of $18 million. That was a very 
preliminary, rough request, which was returned to us, and we were then 
told to eliminate the new starts. 

Mr. Evins. On what date was that $18 million request submitted 
to the Bureau of the Budget? 

General Itscuner. That $18 million request for new starts, sir, was 
submitted about April of 1957. 

Mr. Evins. In April 1957, you submitted to the Bureau of the 
Budget a request for about $18 million in new starts, and, subsequent 
to that time, there have been some other developments in this country. 
Have you renewed your request for new starts since April of 1957 
toJthe Bureau of the Budget? 

General Irscuner. We have discussed the matter with them many 
times, sir, but we have not submitted a formal request to the Budget 
for new starts because we were told by Budget what the criteria were, 
as they always do, for budget submissions, and one of the criteria 
was that there would be no new starts. 

Mr. Evins. And on January 28 of this year they did ease the 
situation a little bit to the point of lifting the restriction on the 
expenditure of funds previously appropriated? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Evins. How many projects were to be included in this $18 
million of new starts? 

General Irscuner. About 20 projects would have been included in 
the $18 million of new starts that we submitted in April of 1957. 

Mr. Evins. You told us earlier that the corps was able efficiently 
to construct many more projects, but you did not tell us how many 
more projects you think the corps at this time could efficiently carry 
forward. 

General Irscuner. I think we could efficiently carry on from 20 to 40 
new starts in our present program, and do so efficiently and without 
additional cost for expediting the program. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, while Congress has approved many 
projects and the corps is able efficiently to carry on more projects, 
and we have an economic situation in this country at this time, in 
April of last year the Bureau of the Budget said you could not submit 
a request for any more new starts? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, for the fiscal year 1959 budget. 


REQUEST FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Evins. Regarding the operation and maintenance funds, how 
much money are you requesting? 

General IrscHner. We are requesting, sir, for operation and 
maintenance for fiscal year 1959 $100 million. 

Mr. Evins. I was impressed by your statement about the extraor- 
dinary backlog of maintenance work that needs to be accomplished. 
You state the budget includes $2 million to be applied on this backlog? 

General Itscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Would you not think that now would be a proper time 
to go forward with catching up on your backlog and providing addi- 
tional work and employment? 
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General Irscuner. Yes, sir; I think now would be an excellent 
time to do work of that type because there is a large element of it 
that does create quite a lot of demand for manpower. On the other 
hand, there is some of that work, for instance, the dredging work, that 
requires more equipment than it does manpower. The type of work 
where manpower is required is work such as jetty repair and bank 
revetments where a good deal of the total cost goes into labor. 

Mr. Evins. How much did the corps request of the Bureau of the 
Budget tor operation and maintenance for fiscal 1959? 

General IrscuNerR. $105 million, sir. 

Mr. Evins. You requested $105 million of the Bureau of the 
Budget? 

General IrscHNner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. That is the amount, I assume, that the corps could 
efficiently and properly utilize and feels it should have for this purpose 
for next year, $105 million? 

General IrscHNeEr. Yes, sir; we could efficiently utilize $105 million 
for that purpose and we feel it would be extremely desirable to do 
this work. 

Mr. Evins. It is my understanding that there has been a cutting 
down of personnel and a deferring of work in the operation and 
maintenance field for the past several years, and it also seems to me 
that now would be a proper time to catch up on the backlog of some 
of this type of work. 


STEWART’S FERRY AND CARTHAGE DAMS, TENN. 


Mr. Chairman, I want to submit at this time, if I may copies of 
correspondence with reference to specific projects. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. Without objection, the correspondence may be in- 
cluded in the record at this point. 

(The correspondence referred to follows:) 


Marcu 3, 1958. 
Col. Evcene J. STANN 


District Engineer, Corps of Engineers, 
Federal Building, Nashville, Tenn. 


Dear Cotonet Stann: You have probably heard that Chairman Clarence 
Cannon, of the Appropriations Committee, acting on behalf of the committee, 
has requested the Chief Engineer to submit new proposals for the continuance of 
present projects and the starting of new ones. 

In this connection, I should like to urge you to include in your recommendations 
to the Chief of Engineers, the start of the dams at Stewart’s Ferry and Carthage. 

As you know, these two projects have been essential elements in the overall 
plan for the development of the Cumberland River. I understand that plans are 
available and that these projects could be initiated very expeditiously. Their 
construction would be highly in the public interest, both from the standpoint of 
the integrated development of the Cumberland River and in respect to the present 
economic situation. 

Your consideration of this request and a report hereon will be appreciated. 

With kindest regards and best wishes, I am, 

Very sincerely yours, 


Jor L. Evins, 
Member of Congress. 
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NASHVILLE, TENN., March 6, 1958. 
Hon. Jor L. Evins, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr, Evins: As you surmised, in your letter of March 3, 1958, I did hear 
of Mr. Cannon’s request to the Chief of Engineers regarding an increase in projects 
to be undertaken next year. I have also followed with great interest the news- 
paper reports of proposals made by several congressional respresentatives that 
consideration be given to water-resources projects in planning measures for im- 
proving the economic picture. Naturally I share their views that the projects 
contained in the rather large backlog of civil works can provide a maximum of 
benefits, not only for the immediate economic situation, but also for the long- 
range growth of our country. 

To date, I have received no instructions from the Office, Chief of Engineers, to 
revise our budget request for fiscal year 1959 in furtherance of Mr. Cannon’s 
wishes, but I assure you that when such instructions are received I will recommend 
construction of any projects for which planning is advanced and which meet 
whatever criteria may be established by the Chief of Engineers. Both Stewart’s 
Ferry and Carthage are in an advanced stage of planning and, as you know, a 
restudy of the economics of Stewart’s Ferry was undertaken last year. As I 
advised you by letter of May 27, 1957, the economic aspects of the project do not 
appear favorable, but a final determination of this has not been made by appro- 
priate higher authority. 

I appreciate your interest in our work in the development of the resources of 
the Cumberland Valley and welcome your inquiries concerning our progress. 
T shall be happy to furnish you any additional information on request. 

Sincerely, 
EvuGene J. STANN, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, 
District Engineer. 


Marcu 3, 1958. 
Maj. Gen. E. C. IrscHnEr, 
Chief, Corps of Engineers, 
Department of Defense, Washington, D. C. 

Dear GENERAL ItscHNER: In connection with the request of Chairman 
Clarence Cannon, of the Appropriations Committee, for a revised presentation 
of public works projects for the coming year, may I urge you to give serious and 
favorable consideration to the inclusion of the Stewart’s Ferry Dam on the 
tributary of the Cumberland River and the Carthage Dam on the main stream. 

As you know, these two projects have been essential elements in the overall 
plan for the development of the Cumberland River. I understand that plans 
are available, and that these projects could be initiated very expeditiously. 
Their construction would be highly in the public interest, both from the stand- 
point of the integrated development of the Cumberland River and in respect to 
the present economic situation. 

Your consideration of this request and a report hereon will be appreciated. 

With kindest regards and best wishes, I am, 

Very sincerely yours, 
Jozn L. Evins, Member of Congress. 


Marcu 14, 1958. 
Hon. Joz L. Evins, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Evins: This will acknowledge you letter of March 3, 1958, in which 
you urge that serious and favorable consideration be given to the inclusion of 
the Stewarts Ferry Dam and the Carthage Dam in connection with the request 
of Chairman Clarence Cannon, of the House Appropriations Committee, for a 
revised presentation of public-works projects for the coming year. 

You may be assured that all of the active projects in our backlog, including 
Carthage Dam, will be given careful consideration in the preparation of any 
future budget estimates or budget amendments which the Chief of Engineers 
may be called upon to present to higher authority. With respect to the Stewarts 
Ferry project, however, you probably know that it is in a ‘‘deferred’”’ category 
pending completion of a restudy of the project plan and economics based on 
existing conditions of development and recent flood experience. The restudy 
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has been completed by the district engineer, Nashville district, and the division 
engineer, Ohio River division. Their report has just been received and is now 
being reviewed by my staff. You will be informed of our findings in the matter 
as soon as this review is completed. 

Sincerely yours, 


L. Person, 
0 


J. 
Brigadier General, United States Army, Assistant Chief of Engineers for 


Civil Works. 


FLINT RIVER PROJECT, GEORGIA 


Mr. Evins. Judge Forrester, of Georgia, has asked that I ask a few 
questions concerning the Flint River project. I understand this is 
an authorized project. What is the scope of study by the Corps of 
the Flint River project? 

General Itscuner. This project was authorized, as you say, by 
the 1946 River and Harbor Act and by a Senate Public Works Com- 
mittee resolution adopted in 1948. The project includes navigation, 
power, and related purposes. The purpose of the project is to deter- 
mine the best plan for improvement and its feasibility and the amount 
of local cooperation required. 

Mr. Evins. What is the estimated cost of the survey? 

General Irscuner. The survey, sir, would cost $75,000. 

Mr. Evins. What amount could be efficiently used in 1959 to start 
this survey? 

General Irscuner. We could use efficiently in fiscal year 1959 
$35,000, sir, out of the $75,000 total cost. 


ALTAMAHA, OCONEE, AND OCMULGEE PROJECTS 


Mr. Evins. Also, with respect to the Altamaha, Oconee, and 
Ocmulgee projects in Georgia, when was this study authorized? 

General Irscuner. The study was authorized by the 1936 Flood 
Control Act and a Senate Public Works Committee resolution adopted 
January 6, 1954. 

Mr. Evins. What is the purpose of the study? 

General Irscuner. The purpose of the study would be to deter- 
mine the engineering and economic feasibility and the justification 
for the comprehensive improvement of those three rivers. 

Mr. Evins. What is the status of the study? 

General Irscuner. The study has not been made, sir. We have 
had a small interim study on one part of the lower Altamaha River 
from the mouth to the city of Jesup. 

Mr. Evins. What is the cost to complete the study, and how much 
could the corps economically use in fiscal 1959? 

General Irscuner. The total cost of the study to complete would 
be $76,000, and we estimate that we could profitably use $25,000 in 
fiscal 1959 to further this study. 

Mr. Evrys. In other words, the corps could efficiently use $35,000 
for the Flint River project and $76,000 for the Altamaha, Oconee, and 
Ocmulgee projects? 

General Irscuner. We could use $35,000 on the Flint River survey 
in fiscal year 1959, and we could use $25,000 on this project. 

Mr. Evins. I understood you to say $76,000 earlier. 

General Irscuner. $76,000 is the total cost of this project, sir, of 
which we could use $25,000 in the first year of the study. 
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Mr. Evins. You would, of necessity, have to have additional funds 
for investigation and study to include these projects as your schedule 
for other projects has already been set up? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; the entire amount requested has been 
set up for other studies. One reason for this, sir, is that in this 
budget there are no new starts in studies, either, as well as construction 
and engineering design. 


CORPS POSITION ON NEW STARTS 


Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman, this strikes me as a rather singular 
situation. ‘The corps is operating at about half of the capacity at 
which it could efficiently operate. In April of 1957 the Bureau of the 
Budget said they should not submit a request for any new starts. 
Since then the economic situation of the country is such that the com- 
mittee has called on the corps to reconsider and to resubmit a budget, 
and still they were precluded from submitting a request for new starts 
and General Itschner tells us that prohibition also includes new studies. 
I think that is something the committee should give some attention to. 

Mr. Cannon. I agree with the gentleman from Tennessee that this 
is a singular development. I would like to ask General Itschner if he 
concurs in all the statements made by the gentleman from Tennessee? 

General IrscHNER. We are not in a position, sir, to determine the 
amount of money that the Federal Government can afford to spend 
on our program, because I think that must be determined only after 
very carefully considering all of the requirements of all the Federal 
agencies upon the Treasury. We do feel this way, sir: That with the 
amount of money that we have in this budget it is preferable to con- 
tinue to completion those projects that have already been started 
rather than to start some new projects. 

Mr. Cannon. As a matter of fact, would not the present unemploy- 
ment situation be better served by placing more emphasis on those 
projects already under construction than trying to develop some new 
starts? 

General Irscunzr. Yes, sir. If the funds are limited, by placing 
the funds on the going projects we can do more than by starting new 
projects. 

Mr. Cannon. Let me ask you, General Itschner, are you defending 
this budget? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir, we are defending this budget. 

Mr. Cannon. I am not certain that your testimony this morning 
indicates that. If there should be new projects here or an expansion 
of present projects, for which funds should be provided, I should have 
thought you would have included them at the time the budget was 
compiled? 

General IrscHner. We were given certain criteria, as we always 
are, sir, and we were not allowed to request new starts at that time. 
With the amount of money, however, that we have in this present 
budget, if we were asked whether we should make any new starts or 
not, I am rather doubtful that we would request new starts because 
I think it is much more important that we finish work already started. 
Our requirements on work that has already been started are very 
great this year and will be great in fiscal year 1959 and they also will 
be great in fiscal year 1960, because many of these projects are reach- 
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ing the crest now before they taper off and finally are completed. So 
with those very great requirements for the continuing program we feel 
it would not be proper to try to insert some new starts unless the 
amount of money were increased. 

Mr. Evins. General, if I may interrupt, Mr. Chairman, you 
requested 20 new starts of the Bureau of the Budget in April 1957? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. As I interpret General Itschner’s remarks, he does 
not favor new starts at this time? 

General Irscuner. I do not favor new starts in preference to any- 
thing that is in the budget. 

Mr. Cannon. Under the circumstances and at this time would you 
say this budget is adequate? 

General Itscuner. Yes, sir; we think it is an adequate budget. It 
is the largest budget request that has ever been submitted for this 
type of work by quite a bit, and we believe it will give us a good sound 
program for fiscal year 1959. 

Another factor is that any greater request would generate require- 
ments in 1960 that might be considerably higher than our request in 
fiscal 1959. We always have to look ahead 1, 2 and more years, and 
our requirements would be greater in future years if our request were 
greater for fiscal year 1959 than we have in this budget. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Jensen. 


CIRCUMSTANCES INFLUENCING BUDGET PREPARATION AND REVIEW 


Mr. Jensen. I have been listening to the colloquy, and I must say 
that I certainly am not going to be critical of the amount the Army 
Engineers requested of the Bureau of the Budget nor of what they 
are now requesting. At the time the Army Engineers’ budget was 
prepared, the President was trying to hold down Federal expenditures 
of every nature. Then came sputnik and scared the people to death, 
it seems, and immediately industry, business, was affected, and we 
got panicky. 

Then there have been certain people in high places in and out of 
Congress who have been telling John Doakes he was sick. They kept 
telling him that long enough until he got sick, and so now we find 
ourselves in a recession. Our economy is sick. One of the principal 
reasons why we have a sick economy is that we have had a lot of people 
talking and telling everybody else that we had a sick economy, and 
finally we got it. 

Now, I am not going to be nearly as critical of the procedure so far 
as the Army Engineers are concerned, nor am I going to be as critical 
of this President as I was of the President who the day after Congress 
adjourned in 1947, froze half of the appropriations which Congress 
provided for the Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation 
projects for the next fiscal year. 

After all, we are looking at the largest budget that the Army 
Engineers have ever asked for. But, as I said, I am not critical of 
what you asked for originally nor of what you are asking for now. As 
we go through these hearings, it is possible that the committee can 
even find places where your budget can be reduced a little. 

We are not going to cure any recession by pump priming or reckless 
spending full speed ahead. If we can prove to the people who employ 
labor that we are not going to tax them to death, they would start 

25230—58—pt. 2——4 
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spending money and the recession would be over a lot quicker than 
by getting panicky and spending the people into bankruptcy. 


FORCE ACCOUNT WORK 


Now, what percent of the work is done by force account? 

General Person. A very small percent. 

Mr. JENSEN. Supply that for the record. 

(The information is as follows:) 

For fiscal year 1957 costs for the hired labor portion of new work construction 


amounted to 6 percent of the total. On operation and maintenance activities 
63 percent of the costs were hired labor. 


PROJECTS IN PUBLIC WORKS OMNIBUS BILL 


Mr. JENSEN. The President has a public-works bill on his desk. 
How many projects are there in that bill? 

Furnish that for the record. 

(The information is as follows:) 


Projects and amounts in S. 497 








Number Amount 
i al al as ts cena sciirn sen sigtiechin asi Leta ena ektintpailaiiaen ss 56 $190, 802, 600 
I ee ats chk cna posgoeasbeegiensebes 14 11, 627, 700 
a ees wath webieacacniaeeeiaetiaeiel 12 , 000 
Teen en ee ee owe badbauiduesiens thane 67 566, 649, 500 
Pe eSDUIID bet set ut hl eli ode cdisacl 1 200, 000, 000 


EE RPTL! EERE Se ESE ae oy ESS Oh RA AES 150 1, 577, 379, 800 


Mr. Jensen. Also, in that bill there is a proposal to increase the 
authorization for projects now under construction. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And those are the projects for which you are asking 
additional funds at this time. Is that right, General? 

General Irscuner. Some of those projects that we are asking for 
funds to support in fiscal 1959 require additional authorization. The 
total amount of monetary authorization that we will be deficient if 
this omnibus bill does not pass will be $60,357,303. 

Mr. Jensen. I wish you would name those projects. 

General Irscuner. I shall give you the basins in which they 
are located. 

There is the central and southern Florida project; the White River 
Basin of Arkansas and Missouri; the Columbia River Basin; the 
Kaweah and Tule River Basin in California, which has two dams 
that are familiar to you as the Terminus and Success Dams; the 
Los Angeles River Basin; and the Santa Ana River Basin. 


EFFECT OF OMNIBUS BILL ON EMPLOYMENT 


Mr. Jensen. If the President signs that bill, how many more people 
do you estimate will be employed in 1959 on the Corps’ public works 
projects than were employed, say, on July 1, 1957? I presume those 
are the last figures you have, or do you have later figures? 
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General Itscunzer. No, sir. I think if the President signs the 
omnibus bill there would be no more people employed on July 1, 1959, 
than there were on July 1, 1958 or 1957, because none of those projects 
could be started for a long time. 

Mr. Jensen. You have some of those projects that are now under 
construction? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JenseN. On those projects more people would be employed. 
Of course they would be employed by contractors. 

General Irscuner. Those people are already employed on those 
projects, most of them, anyway. 

Mr. Jensen. The projects would be expedited? 

General Irscuner. They would continue whereas if the bill were 
not signed there would be a number of people that would have to 
be fired. That is not entirely true, but mostly that is the case. For 
instance, to give you a specific example, the amount requested for the 
central and southern Florida project is $7.5 million in this request. 
We are short $7,176,000 out of that in authority. That project is now 
going full tilt and if we did not get authority we would have to cease 
work as soon as we exhausted the authorization. 

Mr. Jensen. In that case there would be more people employed if 
the bill were signed? 

General Irscuner. There would be more people employed but not 
more than are employed today. 

Mr. JENSEN. if the bill is not signed less people would be em- 
ployed by reason of the fact that projects will be closed up? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir, and $60 million of projects will have 
to be terminated unless some other authorizing legislation is passed. 

Mr. Jensen. If the bill is not signed, then, there will be about 
how many men that will not be employed that are now employed? 

General Irscuner. Sir, all told I would estimate that there would 
be something like close to 10,000 men who would lose their employ- 
ment if the authorization required is not obtained either by this 
present bill or some other bill that would grant us this monetary 
authorization for the basins. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, that is what I wanted to know. 


FEES FOR USE OF WATERWAYS 


Now, as you know, the railroads are in a bad financial situation 
at the present time. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And we also know that they keep up their rights-of- 
way with their own funds and pay local, State, and Federal taxes by 
the millions or hundreds of millions. 

Now, the water carriers pay almost exactly nothing for the use of 
the waterways. Just what fees do water carriers pay, inland water 
carriers? 

General Irscuner. The inland water carriers do not pay any tolls. 
They, of course, like other business enterprises, pay income taxes 
and other similar taxes. 

Mr. Jensen. I realize the income of water carriers is a small 
percent of the income of the railroads, but have the Army engineers 
ever recommended additional port fees or additional license fees 
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to use the waterways for which the American people spend money 
by the millions every year to develop and maintain? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. We have not recommended the im- 

osition of any tolls on the inland waterways or the imposition of 

ederal port fees for the harbors of the Nation because we do not 
believe that that would be a wise course for the Federal Government 
to take. 

Mr. Jensen. Why? 

General Irscuner. We feel that the inland navigation industry 
has grown up over the more than a century of its life wihtout any 
tolls, and that to impose them at this time would upset the economy 
of large regions. We feel that the overall development of these 
regions, such as the Ohio River, for instance, has been greatly en- 
hanced by the waterways. We believe that if it had not been for 
the Ohio River navigation project, that entire basin would not have 
developed to its present high extent, and we think for the overall 
economic development of the country it is better to encourage water 
traffic by not imposing tolls. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course the same could be said about the railroads. 
Were it not for the railroads having built their lines into every State 
and almost every hamlet and town and city in the United States, this 
country would have been a backward country. But, General, it is 
a little different now than it has been in the past. Here the Congress 
of the United States is being asked to deepen harbors all over this 
country, not only for the inland waterways but for the oceangoing 
carrier ports, and it is amounting to millions and millions of dollars 
annually. These water carriers build bigger ships that require deeper 
channels and they do not seem to worry much about whether Congress 
will provide the money to deepen them or not; they go ahead and build 
bigger ships year after year, then they expect Congress to provide the 
taxpayers’ money to deepen all these harbors. 

So the situation now is quite different than it has been up until a 
very few years ago. Of course the water carriers contend they have 
to build these ships bigger in order to meet competition from the 
water carriers of foreign countries. I realize this is actually not a 
responsibility of the Army engineers. You have laws which you 
comply with. But I think it is the most unfair thing that we do in 
this country, when we give one carrier sucha great advantage over 
another. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Taber. 


PROJECTS COMPLETED IN 1958 


Mr. Taser. What projects have been or will be completed in fiscal 
1958? Will you give us a list at this point in the record? 

General ItscHNeErR. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taper. Tell us how many there are involved. 

General Person. Forty navigation projects, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Forty navigation projects? 

General Person. Yes, and 9 flood-control local protection and 9 
flood-control reservoirs. 

Mr. Taser. Can you give us a list of them? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Taser. Do you have it available? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Do you tell there what savings in the overall picture 
you anticipate? Put that in the record. 

General Person. Yes, sir; we will put that in the record. 

Mr. Taser. You do not have that with you? 

General Person. No, sir. 

(The information requested follows :) 


























State Project Savings | Overrun 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
es tp | 
Flood-control reservoirs (9): | 
Res ob is when ohh 6aek-- *Russien River: Mepervole. ..45 2 ~ aieas5.) 5 cscs]. 245.4... 
crs ao is deans coc alg eae CoN isin cs enctlcantelS dations alt nines dandenoornaaie $180, 000 
TE Cc ha olen dnlocondee CP DITO so aidcicdeictdn oncakansbicdiesmane & lee dee 
I ng Barse Vals Benervell 5 2000 hk ~---on0nse S36, 60. |_.....:3.-- 
Detneaee Mem eee se ete oe ct 100, 000 
DIN 5. kdb situate nnanwes Mathews Canyon Reservoir___......_.._-- 0 
Pine Canyon Reservoir. -................- 0 0 
mee ae JE sk "Cuber Geese weet soci ce eli... 
a teria ollie Ferrells Bridge Reservoir_..............--- 0 0 
Flood comand, local protection (9): 
California Che heh 25556 ede American River levees. ..................- 90D. GO fon5ss.3..- 
I catch nie tila And teen caaeen 330, 000 |......-- 
BN oot se lok ees Wichita and V — CURR 6.3.33%.cid. eae 100, 000 
Kentucky. ---__. Se eas FI i cite neces anata Rie te 9. 000 S......i.4... 
puemmacaeeee... ................- BIS cg ra nce ces estes ico ein akan 0 0 
Ee cere Red River of the North (Grand Forks) _- 0 0 
EE TE ina oc tinndaewcrmaiationea NUTINI.» <u nics eeeestn ett naive pnmenens o'a hokedoewidce maaan 13, 000 
Pennsylvania... ........-....1220- Bopnelideville: 11.50. 000 Te 194, 000 }|_.......-- 
I at ae Memphis, Wolfe River, and Nonconnah 200, 6 1 tis 
Creek. 
a sos eins caicdlarir mectinic olearnn a biisiad atcenemdilice acaba ated 1, 054, 393, 000 
Navigation (40): 
BD ona oop ning oy oc g anne sch OE Cr ON Gann ai fen ieee atte “See 
IE. saa bonds ohh t-te Cenle Meee és 24644. 4.05513.0:0-5,..43.cce ee. oe 10, 000 
NU I ce asia ie 0 0 
elehey Peete oo d2 Li ee. a! J 6, 000 
Caliente... 2 pn opens pan sob yk) CE Ee Nd teeth ns aban 431, 000 |....._-- 
Wee TIE «5200-55 ca cede 455, 600 ‘ 
eis caer sich eet. t St. Augustine Harbor._...............__-- 249, 000 ih 
St. Petersburg Harbor 0 0 
Georgia -_.__-- wodiicncscsocuca) POE Ee 2d00..0 Lt 0 0 
TINIE canine tn crepalinin sa apap ae ail hun a ne ee ee ee 42, 000 
Maine -____- = = : ewe cel Pet ates o oo cancscnctces ee WOE Sites cones 
Reeklond Barnet. 5. 20.0464s55.04.-<..- Pie. tbs 400, 000 
Massachusetts sain opiate Chatham (Stage) Harbor.......-..........]......-...-- 125, 000 
Mystic River (35-foot channel) __.._......_}_....___-- 50, 000 
Newburyport Harbor. ....._..........-. 0} 0 
Nee ee as Ps tn 120, 000 
eR ts bos cis dc aee pS ee ee eee eee 96, 000 
Inland route (Crooked and Indian Rivers) - i ieee 79, 000 
ph, FEAR REE cr Ee See 77, 900 |_. rire 
Minnesota____.._..- i a ae Knife River Harbor.............---------- stent lanicil 20, 800 
eT as on oh ce k ok ooo taes Jones Inlet__--__- 0 0 
North Carolina..................- AIWW (Fairfield drainage district) -. ica 4 43, 000 
| Manteo Bay (Oregon — Bd aden dented 0 0 
Wilmington Harbor-. eee od 500,000 |........-- 
Bpeiccoscnt wewcnsccnses ces sce) eb clcomicid dink beetoaneee 0 0 
Se Oe ee oe aceite lh, Cas gil eslinth daecina ls singad temo eee c 50, 000 
Columbia River at Mouth.__.-__________- 0 0 
Skipanon Channel. ._....................- TRE 86in0 << 
Rhode Island_.- Lenssanccsqneq< df ED PUD CONG... .<.<cuthsttstek ok 0} 0 
POUORNNS SOUND ok nee nee s semper --| 120, 000 , 
South Carolina-.-.__--- ceakoe Channel Port Roy ‘al Sound to Beaufort.__|_..____” : 328, 000 
Virginia. ._._- _.......--..--.-.| Norfolk Harbor (Craney Island disposal | ari) Be re 220, 000 
area). 
*Thimble Shoal Channel_._____-_.......__- | 0 0 
Vf eee ae Raa rr eee re oe 113;000 |. ..-i.... 
Columbia River at Baker Bay_._.___.___- 0 0 
Everett Harbor and Snohomish River__.-- 65, 000 | ..--- es 
Grays Harbor and Chehalis River-West- iuainal 18, 000 
haven breakwater extension. 
SE TN Bienes birctiniidpep thee beleeuniiinnl I 50, 000 


* Projects indicated with asterisk have not received final appropriation and accordingly no savings or 
overrun can be indicated. 


Nore.—The above savings and overruns were obtained by comparing the latest estimated project costs 
with the estimated project costs as contained in the appropriation bills. 
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Navigation—Continued 
We een... Joh . Li 11, 2 Detmiaasiarmiaben 2. is. 2 8. ROR ise $106, 000 
I I a aca ee Ns eke dl 32, 000 
Subtotal for navigation. --._.....].......-..-.--- eee a! ae $2, 139, 500 | 1,995, 800 

Subtotal for flood control, reservoirs, 

San pene PSNR... .co.05+-2<.5-6].......... 2S a. se 1, 054, 000 393, 000 
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GOVERNMENT DREDGES 


Mr. Taser. These dredges that you buy; you have ordered one, 
you say? 

General IrscuneEr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. How much does that involve? 

General Irscunrer. That involves just slightly under $10 million. 

Mr. Taser. Was that appropriated for last year? 

General Irscuner. Funds for that purpose come out of our plant 
account. 

Mr. Taser. Out of your plant account? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; and those funds in the plant account 
are obtained from renting Government equipment to our own projects. 
All of it is money that has been appropriated in prior years, obtained 
from these rentals and then, in turn, this dredge will be rented to the 
projects on which it works throughout its life. 

Mr. Taser. And the charges will be made 

General Irscunrer. Against the projects on which this dredge works. 

Mr. Taser. How many dredges do you have now? 

General Irscuner. Fifty-six dredges all told, sir, now. That in- 
cludes three drill boats in that number and all types of dredges—the 
hopper dredges, such as we are now procuring for the Great Lakes, 
and hydraulic pipeline dredges. I can break down the number for 
you. There are 14 seagoing hopper dredges, 24 hydraulic dredges, 
4 dipper dredges, 3 bucket dredges, 3 drill boats, and 8 snag boats. 

Mr. Taser. And these are used mostly for your maintenance? 

General Irscunrer. A good many are used for maintenance. The 
snag boats are entirely for maintenance purposes, and all of the dredges 
are used to a considerable extent on maintenance projects. We do 
have contracts, too, in rather large numbers on maintenance projects 
for dredging. 

Mr. Taser. You mean you let contracts? 

General IrscHNnerR. Yes, sir; we let contracts for maintenance, 
as well as for other work. 

Mr. Taser. Do you do quite a bit of that? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. Ordinarily, we advertise for main- 
tenance work if it can be done by contractors, and we make the award 
to the low bidder if the bid is satisfactory. Quite often, we do not use 
Government plant on such work unless the low bid is unacceptable. 

Mr. Taser. I suppose there are some places where the work is so 
small you could not contract it out? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir, and, also, the type of work 
done by the seagoing hopper dredges can be done only by that type of 
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equipment. We have 14 of them, and no contractor has seagoing 
hopper dredges. In New York Harbor, for example, you could not 
use any other type of dredge. 

Mr. Taser. You cannot let that by contract? 

General Itscuner. No, sir; we cannot let that work on the outer 
bar and in the exposed channels by contract, so we use our dredges 
and do the work outselves. We do not contract for the labor for the 
operation of our dredges. We favor doing dredging work, like all 
other work, by contract if we can obtain a satisfactory bid. 

Mr. Taser. Take this Delaware River project; is that a force- 
account job? 

General Irscuner. The maintenance of the Delaware River below 
Philadelphia is a force-account job, largely. We sometimes have a 
contract to perform some of the maintenance work, and the new work 
from Philadelphia to Trenton is being done entirely by contract. 

Mr. Taper. Do they have to have these seagoing dredges? 

General Irscuner. No, not there, but in the lower river we do have 
to have hopper dredges to do the work satisfactorily. The biggest 
reason for that is that these seagoing dredges do not have to have a 
pipeline going to shore or some other disposal place, and, in river 
occupied by as much traffic as the lower Delaware, it is impossible to 
have a pipeline obstructing the river. It would be dangerous, also, so 
a hopper dredge is used without any pipeline. It fills its hopper with 
material from the bottom and goes to a place where it can Sian its 
cargo, or it pumps it into another dredge that pumps it, in turn, to the 
shore, but that creda is located at the edge of the channel, so it does 
not constitute a hazard. 

Mr. Tasopr. I think that is all I have. 
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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. Resuming our hearings on the Middle Atlantic drain- 
age area, we will take up ‘‘General investigations,” and we will include 
at this point in the record pages 3, 4, and 5 of the justifications. 

(The pages referred to follow) 


a Ne OL A RIE BON Te ET 


“C9 At SRT eter rae 








54 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


1. Examination and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies.—The amount of $51,000 is requested for prosecution 
of 3 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit completion of 2 
reports and progress on 1 other. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 


Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
District of Columbia: Potomac River below 
a es siemens 1 $73, 000 0 $30, 000 $43, 000 
New York: New York and New Jersey Chan- 
ie Wi tat on cceedunicn 67, 900 $49, 900 18, 000 0 
Virginia: Back River. __..____. thn ea ndsiekaenee 6, 600 3, 600 3, 000 0 
net anit gt acetone needs aan kdtied acon 147, 500 53, 500 51, 000 43, 000 


1 Additional $60,000 provided in fiscal year 1958 from funds for Potomac River review study. 


(b) Flood-control studies—The amount of $101,300 is requested for prosecution 
of 5 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit completion of 2 
reports and progress on 3 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


| 
Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 


Study mated prior to allocation | to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 


1959 1959 year 1959 





Maryland: Miscellaneous streams, Maryland | 
and Pennsylvania-___- Al $75, 000 $34, 000 $10, 000 $31, 
1 


New Jersey: Passaic River, N. J. and N. Y-_---} 2 323, 000 263, 700 29, 300 30, 000 
Pennsylvania: | 
a eee cele 187, 500 161, 800 25, 700 0 
Lackawanna River__.____- cs .| 133, 000 106, 700 26, 300 0 
Virginia: Roanoke River, Va. and N. C_...._-- 35, 000 15, 000 10, 000 10, 000 
OR aap ie edmaeg re Eos aes awe 753, 500 581, 200 101, 300 71, 000 
| 





2 Cost increase anticipated. 


(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies—The amount of $3,500 is requested for 
completion of one report during fiscal year 1959. 





Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 








Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
New Jersey: Atlantic City, N. J......-..---.-. $3, 500 0 $3, 500 0 
PE eds cnnkd eda adiabeactuias 3, 500 0 3, 500 0 


(d) Special studies.—The amount of $841,000 is requested for prosecution of 
3 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit completion of 1 
report and progress on 2 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 




















Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiseal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 

Delaware River review __.___- cis ment seeae % $1, 632, 500 $1, 031, 000 $500, 000 $101, 500 
Hudson River siltation study ------ ssockdseae 346, 000 205, 000 141, 000 0 
aera 4 800, 000 200, 000 200, 000 400, 000 
A 2, 778, 500 1, 436, 000 841, 000 501, 500 
I Ss ell 3, 683,000 | 2,070, 700 996, 800 615, 500 


3 Excludes $131,500 previously allotted to Northeast flood studies in Delaware Basin. 
# Excludes $208 500 »rovided from flood control study funds appropriated in fiscal years 1956 and 1957. 
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POTOMAC RIVER BELOW WASHINGTON 


Mr. Cannon. I note you are planning to start a new study on the 
Potomac River, below Washington, I ea. Will you tell us some- 
thing about this? 

Colonel Rensnaw. Yes, sir. In this navigation study, we are 
studying the economic development first, to be followed—if we find 
economic justification—with hydrological surveys for widening and 
deepening the channel into Alexandria, Va. 

Mr. Cannon. How does this come about? 

Two hundred thousand dollars has been appropriated for the 
Potomac River review, and for this purpose an additional $200,000 is 
being requested for 1959. 

Colonel RensHaw. We are continuing our comprehensive study of 
this basin, sir. This is a long study, and it involves other agencies of 
the Federal Government. As you know, water supply for the city of 
Washington is one of the important things we are investigating. 


BEACH EROSION PROJECT, ATLANTIC CITY, N. J. 


Mr. Cannon. The 1957 budget contained a request for construction 
funds for the beach erosion project at Atlantic City which was subse- 
quently deleted by a budget amendment. Now, you are requesting 
$3,500 for a study. Is that for the same project, Colonel Renshaw? 

Colonel RensHaw. Yes, sir; that is for that same project. 

Mr. Cannon. It seems to be a little unusual, Colonel Renshaw, in 
that it was placed in the budget and then taken out and now it is being 
again inserted in the budget. 

How do you account for this vacillation on this one item? 

Colonel Rensuaw. That, sir, is a cooperative study between the 
State of New Jersey and the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Cannon. And the State of New Jersey has not previously 
indicated its willingness to cooperate? 

Colonel Rensuaw. We provide Federal funds on a matching basis 
when they are ready to go ahead. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the attitude of the State? 

Colonel Renspaw. They have been very anxious to proceed with 
these studies, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. They have been ready to proceed heretofore. Why 
was this deletion again included? 

Colonel Pennry. May I try to answer that, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes: if you will, please. 

Colonel Penney. This is a study of the same area. It has been 
previously studied and a project was recommended to Congress and 
adopted. The Congress passed a law in the last year which changes 
the cost sharing a little bit on beach erosion projects. This is a co- 
operative study of the same project to determine whether the Federal 
and non-Federal share should be changed in accordance with the new 
cost-sharing arrangement, sir. 

In other words, it is a study of the same area, but to see whether 
the new enactment would change the previous recommendation. 
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POTOMAC RIVER PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. Colonel Penney, let us go back to the Potomac River 
project. 

What is the relationship here? Why couldn’t it have been made a 
part of the same project? 

Colonel Penney. Actually, sir, there are 2 different congressional 
authorizations for the 2 different studies. The Potomac River com- 
prehensive study was one which was authorized prior to a more recent 
resolution from the House Public Works Committee to study naviga- 
tion below Washington. The second study—the navigation study— 
is limited to a determination of the justification for navigation below 
Washington; whereas, the comprehensive study is a study for all pur- 
poses for the whole basin up above, sir. 


BASIN STUDIES 


Mr. Cannon. About $841,000, or about 85 percent of the total 
amount requested here, is for studies on the Potomac, the Hudson, 
and the Delaware River; will you please tell us about that, and what 
progress has been made? How far you have gone? 

What is the objective to be secured? 

Colonel RenspHaw. Mr. Chairman, I will reply to that question. 
We are asking for $500,000 this year to continue the comprehensive 
study on the Delaware River at about the same rate we went last year, 
We will have after this year 1 more year to go to complete that study. 

Mr. Cannon. On that one alone? 

Colonel Rensuaw. That one alone, and that is $500,000. 

With respect. to the Hudson River siltation study for which we are 
asking $141,000 this year, this is to examine the excessive shoalin 
that is occurring on the Jersey side of the Hudson River. The loca 
interests are spending $1 million a year for their dredging and the 
Federal Government is spending a quarter of a million. We hope 
to find out something about this with the idea in mind of arriving 
at a solution to that problem. 

We are asking $200,000 this year to continue the comprehensive 
studies en the Potomac River above Washington. 


COST INCREASES 


With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a 
statement about the studies in my division. 

Mr. Cannon. If you will. 

Colonel Rensuaw. There are 17 studies in my division for which 
we are requesting funds this fiscal year. Of these, there are four 
major aston on which I must report to the committee an increase 
in the estimated cost. They are as follows: First, the Delaware 
comprehensive study where the increase will be from $1,632,500 to 
about $1,860,000. 

Second, the Hudson River siltation study has increased from 
$300,000 to $346,000. 

Next, the cost of the Potomac River comprehensive study now 
includes the complete cost of the work that other Federal agencies 
will do, and it will increase from $800,000 as last reported to about 
$1,450,000. 
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Fourth, the new recommended flood control studies on the Passaic 
River will require $441,000 which when added to the cost of the 
earlier studies first authorized by this committee in 1936 will bring 
the total amount estimated for this study to $714,000. 

Mr. Chairman, these are substantial increases for which there are 
good reasons. Briefly, there is recently a new and a growing aware- 
ness in the eastern United States of the water resource and conserva- 
tion problem. Second, there is the necessity for insuring a full con- 
sideration of all related aspects by both the responsible Federal and 
non-Federal agencies in planning these river developments and, third, 
the fact that comprehensive studies are exploratory by nature, and 
like other research their extent and cost cannot be accurately pre- 
dicted until the study has progressed to the point where the require- 
ments of that basin are accurately known. 

Mr. Cannon. Where will you be at the end of the expenditure of 
the funds for 1959 which you are now requesting? 

Colonel RensHaw. We will have 1 more year to go on the Delaware 
River, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How much will be required? 

Colonel RensHaw. That will require about $350,000. 

Mr. Cannon. You expect to complete the project in 1960? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 

On the Hudson River siltation studies, the money we are asking for 
this year will complete that study. 

Mr. Cannon. This year? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir; this year. Then, on the Potomac 
River, depending upon appropriations, we would finish that study in 
about 2 years. 

DELAWARE RIVER SURVEY 


TRANSFERS TO OTHER AGENCIES 


Mr. Cannon. Now, there is quite a discrepancy, Colonel Renshaw, 
in the justifications prepared for this hearing, and what was told us 
previously. You said you could complete this after fiscal year 1959 

for $101,500. 
Now you say it will take $300,000 to complete the project on the 
Delaware River. 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How in the world could a discrepancy of that extent 
: be made in estimating it? 
: Colonel RensHaw. The increase, sir, is substantially due to the 
necessity to fund the work of other agencies. 
: Mr. Cannon. Other agencies? You expected to get this money, 
| then, from other agencies, and now you find it will not be available. 
Is that the case? 
| Colonel RensHaw. We fund that part that they cannot get from 
their regular appropriation. 
Mr. Taser. What are the other agencies? 

Mr. Cannon. What other agencies are involved? 

Colonel Rensuaw. I have a list of them, sir. We have the Fish 
and Wildlife Service; the Department of Commerce, the Department 
of Agriculture, the Department of the Interior, the Public Health 
Service, the Federal Power Commission, and the Atomic Energy 
Commission. That is the total, sir. 


’ 
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Mr. Cannon. Will the funds which they had been expected to 
contribute aggregate something like $200,000? 

Colonel RensHaw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. They are using those funds for something else? 

Colonel Rensuaw. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How does it happen that the amount is not available? 

Colonel Rensuaw. The amount is subject to an agreement in each 
case with each agency that works with us on this report, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Why are they not completing their agreement? 
Why are they not providing this extra $200,000? 

Colonel Penney. Actually, Mr. Chairman, before last year we 
made an estimate on this study and we considered that we had a 
pretty fair estimate of the overall cost. I think we have made a 
little error here in that we made an agreement with the other agencies 
that work that they would have to do in this study, which they would 
not normally do in their normal course of studies or work, would be 
asked for and the funds would be defended by the Corps of Engineers 
to finance their participation in this study in order to get what is 
necessary for a truly comprehensive study. Now, since that time we 
have found that the estimates were low by about $200,000. All of 
that increase, Mr. Chairman, is not for the other agencies. There 
has been another requirement or two that has emerged as we have 
gotten into this study. 

For example, we have to look at the question of the barrier in 
the bay 

Mr. Cannon. That is a rather sad commentary. Here the com- 
mittee proceeds under the assumption that it can depend upon your 
estimates, and now you tell us since the presentation of the justifica- 
tions you have made an error and instead of $100,000 it will require 
$300,000. 

That is not a minor discrepancy. If all of your estimates are that 
inaccurate, what can the committee depend on? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, we do admit and we are sorry that we do 
have that discrepancy at this time, but we felt that we should tell the 
committee about it. We do find, sir, in these large studies that when 
we start out we cannot always tell what is going to be involved in 
coming up with a best solution for a river basin. fo this case we have 
found that we did not adequately provide in the original estimate for 
the total requirement, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What would be the situation if the committee should 
deny this request and give you the amount originally asked, $101,500? 

Colonel Renspaw. Mr. Chairman, I now have the breakdown of 
that $228,000 increase, if you would like me to give it to you, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. If you will. 

Colonel Renspaw. The work attributable to other agencies in- 
creased $67,000 of that amount. 

The model study—— 

Mr. Cannon. What about this increase? 

Colonel Rensuaw. The $67,000? 

Mr. Cannon. You say it increased to that sum; what brought 
about this increase? Why was it not held in status quo? 

Colonel RensHaw. This work is largely done with Government 
employees, and this year, as you know, we have to take 6% percent 
out and contribute that amount to the retirement fund and, also, 
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the engineers this year received a substantial increase in pay by 
Government policy. Those two items alone will probably account 
for 10 percent. 

Mr. Cannon. That was not taken into consideration at the time 
you made your estimates? 

Colonel RensHaw. No, sir; it was not. 

The model study on the river is costing an additional $35,000. 
That is also done by Government employees, and in a Government 
laboratory. 

There has been a suggestion by local interests that a barrier across 
the bay in the vicinity of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal might 
provide substantial benefits to the area but we must look into it very 
carefully before we either reject or adopt it. To examine this sugges- 
tion will cost us $30,000. 

The retirement and pay raise that I mentioned to you a minute 
ago account for $49,000 of this $228,000, and the increased work of 
the Corps of Engineers that we have uncovered since we have started 
in this valley—and it is a substantial valley of about 12,000 square 
miles 

Mr. Cannon. What period does this cover? 

Colonel RensHaw. We began this study 2 years ago, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Well, of course, the $101,500 is not in this year’s 
budget, as well as the balance of the amount that would be required 
to complete the project after 1959, but for the purpose of this project 


you are asking in the budget before us for a very substantial amount 
of a half million? 


Colonel RensHaw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Isn’t it possible that in your estimates you are in error 
on that half million? 

Colonel RensHaw. No, sir; that is the same rate. That is what 
we have spent during the past year on that river. 

Mr. Cannon. This is made up, I believe, you said, by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the Department of Commerce, the Department of 
Agriculture, the Department of the Interior, the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission, and so forth. 

How much of this half million is to be used for collaboration with 
these agencies? 

Colonel Rensuaw. About one-third of it, sir; about one-third of the 
money this year would be used for that purpose. 


Mr. Cannon. There has been no change in this appropriation esti- 
mate in itself? 


Colonel Rensuaw. Not for this. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you think your original estimate was fairly 
accurate? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Our $500,000? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. 

Colonel Rensuaw. That stayed put; yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. I believe this is a rather more serious matter than 
appears on the surface. You have come in here, asking for a half 
million dollars, a third of which is for these other agencies, and to 
that extent we get a despondent picture of just what you propose to 
do, and what you are asking us to pay. 

Why can’t these agencies come in here and make a direct appli- 
cation for this money for themselves for their own purposes, and 
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stand or fall on their own justifications? Why should they come in by 
this indirect route and ask us for money that is to be appropriated 
under the guise of this estimate when, as a matter of fact, it all ought 
to be asked if we are to get a true picture of what they propose, and 
what they are requesting by coming in here with their own estimates 
asking for this money? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, may I attempt to answer that? 

Mr. Cannon. If you will, please. 

Colonel Penney. Sir, that question was raised last year, and we did 
indicate at that time that an arrangement had been made. This is a 
study that the Corps of Engineers is responsible for. However, it 
was recognized that it takes into consideration aspects that are of 
primary concern to other Federal agencies, and as you pointed out, 
there are two ways to doit. In this instance, it was determined that, 
since it is the Corps of Engineers study, the method of having us 
carry their requirements, that they would not otherwise need except 
for our study, would be the method we would follow. Last year, in 
response to the committee’s request, we did submit information into 
the record as to the type of work and the function of each of these 
agencies in this study. It was, I think, primariy on the basis that it 
is a corps study as contrasted to an overall cooperative study where 
everybody had an equal say, and the funding was done on that basis. 

Mr. Cannon. It is difficult for the committee to get a true picture 
of this with this roundabout way of estimating and appropriating. 

Mr. Evins. What specifically, Colonel, are you doing with the 
Department of Agriculture, for instance? 

Colonel Penney. The Department of Agriculture, sir, is partici- 
pating in a joint study with the Corps of Engineers on the aspects of 
soil conservation, as well as doing a joint study with the corps of 
methods of 

Mr. Evins. Did the Department of Agriculture request you to do 
this work for them? 

Colonel Penney. Well, sir, they requested that we assist in their 
funding of their work. We requested the Department of Agriculture 
to assist us in the study, sir. Actually, there was a letter from the 
executive branch which arranged this. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, you requested the Department of 
Agriculture to assist you in this project and they wrote back and said, 
‘‘We will assist you, provided you fund it’’? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; above and beyond what they would 
normally do in their own work. 

Mr. Evins. What are you doing specifically with the Atomic 
Energy Commission? 

Colonel Penney. We are obtaining from them their views with 
respect to the general need for power and the possible contribution 
that atomic power might make to the needs in relationship to the 
possible development of power in the basin. 

I do not believe that there is very much, if anything, that we are 
funding the Atomic Energy Commission for. It is a small amount 
anyway. 

Mr. Evins. What specifically are you doing with the Department 
of the Interior? 

Colonel Penney. In the Department of Interior there are three 
agencies that are concerned: The Geological Survey is one. They are 
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furnishing us information with regard to streamflow and chemical 
data on the water, and also an inventory of ground-water resources. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service is considering the effect of the 
proposed development on the Fish and Wildlife resources of the basin. 

he National Park Service is developing a broad national overall 
plan in the basin for recreational development. 

Mr. Evins. Did these agencies request of you this information or 
did you request them to participate with you in the study? 

Colonel Penney. We requested them to participate with us, sir, and 
to furnish information that we would need. 

Mr. Evins. They, in turn, said they would participate provided the 
corps would fund it? 

‘olonel Penney. That is correct. 

Mr. Evins. So, in each instance, as I get it, you have an overall 
program in which you have asked other agencies to participate and 
they have agreed to participate provided you will go forward with the 
project and fund it, and then bill them Jater? 

Colonel Penney. There is no provision for reimbursement, sir. 
They have asked us to advance what funds they would need and we 
are including that in our budget request, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Why did you not just say to the committee that “we 
need these funds for this purpose,” and after you acquired this infor- 
mation, transmit it to the agencies? That is what you are going to do 
anyway; is it not? 

Colonel Penney. Actually, we are getting the agencies to develop 
the information for us to place it in its proper place in the study, sir. 

Mr. Evins. It is work that you are requesting them to do for the 
corps? 

Dalensl Penney. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Evins. It is not work that they requested nor information that 
they need? 

Colonel Penney. No, sir. 

Mr. Evins. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Taser. What is the difference between “total” and ‘grand 
total”? That appears on page 5 of the justifications. 

Colonel Punney. Sir, the “Total” refers to the subcategory ‘(d) 
Special studies’’; whereas ‘‘Grand total’ refers to all the studies in 
this basin. 


WORK ACCOMPLISHED ON SPECIAL STUDIES 


Mr. Taser. You have had $1,436,000 for these special studies? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. How much of that has so far been spent? 

Colonel Penney. There is very little remaining unexpended, 
Mr. Taber, or that will remain unexpended at the end of this fiscal 
year. 


Mr. Taper. Has the job been completed as far as the money has 
been made availeble? 


Colonel Penney. We have made substantial progress with the 
funds appropriated to date, sir. 
Ss you can see, the siltation study is between one-half and two- 
thirds finished, and the Delaware River study will be over one-half 
finished by the end of the year, and the Potomac River study 
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Mr. Taser. The justifications indicate that it would be two-thirds 
done on the Delaware, and that the Potomac River study would be 
completed to about that extent. 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. The picture on the Potomac study seems to be not 
quite so far advanced. 

Colonel Penney. No, sir. 

Mr. Taser. That is the first bite? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; except for some funds on which studies 
were initiated under the northeast flood studies. 

Mr. Taser. What are you studying for, on all these things? 

Tell us separately? 

Colonel Pennny. The Delaware River study is a study of the full 
Delaware Basin with primary emphasis on flood sunieek and water 
supply which is an extremely critical problem in that highly indus- 
trialized and built-up area and considering all related problems. 

The Hudson River siltation study is a study of the problem of 
shoaling in the Hudson River in a particular reach to see if it is feasible 
to determine the cause and try to figure out some way possibly of 
reducing the annual dredging requirements to control that shoaling. 

The Potomac River, like the Delaware River comprehensive study, 
is a comprehensive study of the whole basin for all purposes, but with 
particular emphasis on ‘flood control and especially on water supply 
which is becoming particularly critical in Washington and the sur- 
rounding areas, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What have you done with the money on the Delaware? 
What have you developed? 

Colonel Penney. There have been preliminary studies made on 
about 36 dam sites, sir; the development of a tentative reservoir sys- 
tem, flood damage data have been collected, and work has been done 
in hydrology and frequency studies for purposes of flood-control 
determinations in the Delaware Basin. Studies have been made with 
respect to water use and water availability. There has been, as I 
mentioned, a reconnaissance study of upstream reservoirs for possible 
dam sites, and approximately 330 of them have been looked into. 

From the Department of Commerce we have obtained partial 
answers with respect to the population and the industrial projections 
to see what the picture is likely to be in the next 50 or 60 or 100 years. 
The inventory of fish and wildlife resources has started, and public 
health studies have been initiated. 

Colonel RensHaw. I would like to add one point there, if I may. 

Mr. Taser. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Rensoaw. The Ford Foundation has also made a sizable 
contribution to the Delaware River Research Corp. who has a contract 
with the Syracuse University for the purpose of making a special 
report that we feel we could not fund out of public funds. 

Mr. Cannon. You collaborate with private foundations? 

Colonel Rensuaw. No, sir; the Ford Foundation, by their own free 
will, was so interested in this valley and this Delaware River that 
they have a study now going to determine the type of governmental 
organization which might be used to allocate the water among users. 

Mr. Cannon. Are their studies the result of their own initiative or 
at your invitation? 

Colonel Rensuaw. They did it on their own initiative. The pop- 
ulation in the Delaware Valley is getting so crowded that we see in 
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a very few years that every drop of water that falls in that valley 
may have to be allocated to a specific purpose, sir. It is a very im- 
portant, highly populated valley. As you know a lot of the water 
supply for the city of New York is taken by Supreme Court decree 
from this valley over to New York City. 

Mr. Cannon. The area of this valley is, roughly, about how long, 
and how wide? 

Colonel Rensuaw. The area of the watershed is about 12,000 square 
miles, sir. 

Mr. Taser. How far up the Hudson are you going with this? 

Colonel Rensnaw. The Hudson River study, sir—that part of 
the Federal navigation channel on the Jersey side of the river, and 
just in the vicinity of New York City—— 

Mr. Taser. Just around the harbor? 

Colonel Rensnaw. The main shipping channels; yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. I thought you said you were going up into the basin. 

Colonel Rensnaw. No, sir; this study is only to determine why 
that area silts up, and requires so much money annually for dredging 
in the New York Harbor. 

Mr. Taser. Do you know where the silt comes from, and have 
you not been watching that when the water has been at flood tide, 
so you could tell about it? 

Colonel Rensnaw. They have been watching it for a great many 
years, sir. We have at the Vicksburg Laboratories a model study 
and we hope to learn much more about it. 

Annually, the local interests spend $1 million to dredge the area 
on the Jersey side of the river, and the Federal Government spends a 
quarter of a million in the main channel. That silt is coming from 
somewhere, and it is possible we will find a solution that could get 
that silt along and further down the bay without clogging up the 
channels. 


We are very hopeful of saving the cost of the study many times 
over. 

Mr. Taper. It seems that if you had been watching the flow of 
the water and the source of it as the main parts of it enter the river 
in that territory you would have been able to get that information 
long ago. 

Did you spend all this money that was allocated prior to 1958? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. You did? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taper. And you say you are going to spend all of it in 1959? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. On that particular study we will 
complete it this year. 

Mr. Taser. You have a budget estimate here for $996,000? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. You do not have a budget estimate for the $615,000 
additional? 

Colonel Rensuaw. No, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Taser. That is just an additional that you put in? 

Colonel Rensuaw. That is for future years work. 

Mr. Taser. All right. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


25230—58—pt. 2——_5 


oe 








64 


CoNsTRUCTION, GENERAL 
ADVANCED ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
CURWENSVILLE RESERVOIR, PA. 


Mr. Cannon. On “Advanced engineering and design’? we will 
insert in the record at this point pages 7 and 8 of the justifications. 
(The pages referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND 
DESIGN—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


CURWENSVILLE RESERVOIR, PA. (CONTINUATION OF PLANNING) 


Location and description.—The project is located on the West Branch of the 
Susquehanna River about 2.5 miles from Curwensville, Clearfield County, Pa. 
The project consists of a concrete gravity and earth-fill dam 2,360 feet long, rising 
129 feet above the stream bed, with a spillway and gate-controlled outlet works. 
The reservoir will provide 118,500 acre-feet of flood-control storage and reduce 
flood heights in both rural and urban areas throughout the West Branch below 
the dam. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 

anes teiaar’ So: aoe wine ab aed tale Be _ $28, 000, 000 
Sa ee ee 0 
Fema cannitanSkr Soe 


Estimated Federal cost__- 
Estimated non-Federal cost_.____.._..._._---- 
Total estimated project cost -_ - - - -_- 


Preconstruction planning estimate__________- BA PES MS DY: 600, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1958...-....-..2.b il le 50, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959____._._._....._...--.--_--- 175, 000 


Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 


1959 ene 375, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a unit of the comprehensive plan for flood control on the West 
Branch Susquehanna River. Together with the George B. Stevenson Dam (First 
Fork) constructed by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and other dams 
authorized for construction in the West Branch Basin, it will afford substantial 
flood protection to towns and rural areas in the West Branch Susquehanna River 
Valley, including Clearfield, Renovo, Lock Haven, Jersey Shore, and communities 
downstream from Williamsport, Pa. Damages from a recurrence of the 1936 
flood would be reduced by more than $22,500,000 along the West Branch, and 
by more than $7,500,000 along the main stem; a total reduction of more than 
$30 million. Curwensville Reservoir would account for 28 percent of the total 
reduction. The construction of the Curwensville Reservoir would provide imme- 
diate protection to the important community of Clearfield and a large measure 
of protection to points downstream. 

Jon-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—In accordance with the Flood Control Act of 1954, 
the Water and Power Resources Board, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, adopted 
a resolution on May 9, 1956, furnishing assurances to the Federal Government 
that operation of George B. Stevenson Reservoir will be coordinated with opera- 
tion of the reservoirs proposed at Curwensville, Kettle Creek, and Blanchard, 
in order to secure optimum flood-control benefits. 

George B. Stevenson Reservoir on First Fork Sinnemahoning Creek in Cameron 
and Potter Counties, Pa., has been constructed by the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania at a first cost of $18,100,000, with estimated annual charges of $684,000, 
including $30,000 for operation and maintenance. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal estimate of $28 
million is an increase of $700,000 over the latest estimate ($27,300,000) submitted 
to Congress. $587,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels and $113,000 
is for retirement contributions. 


Mr. Cannon. The only project in this category is the Curwensville 
Reservoir where last year we had considerable testimony, as the 
committee members will recall, in opposition to the project on the 
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ground that several small watershed projects could do the same job 
and do it cheaper, and without as much disruption of the local economy 
and the local people. 

After a year’s study of the subject, what would you say in response 
to this argument? 

Colonel Rensnaw. On the Curwensville Reservoir, sir, it is 1 of 
4 large dams in a system. 

Mr. Cannon. We were told last year that it would be much better 
done, and there were those who advocated doing it, through use of 
small reservoirs rather than the plan which you suggested at that 
time and which you are suggesting now. 

They claimed they could do it cheaper and could do it with less 
disruption of business and for the better situation of the people 
affected by it. 

You have had a chance now to consider the proposition from that 
point of view. What is your conclusion? 

Colonel RensHaw. Our conclusion is that at 1 or 2 local towns we 
might get an economical project. In this project four large towns 
below this dam and all the farm and agricultural lands in between will 
get fairly complete protection from the system of dams; whereas, we 
would not get it from local protection works. 

Mr. Cannon. You mean from watershed works? 

Colonel Rensuaw. From the levee and dike works in the individual 
communities, sir, in this case. 

Mr. Cannon. You still advocate, then, pushing this project under 
the original plans? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir; we recommend this project. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any further questions on this proposition of 
advance engineering and design which covers exclusively the Curwens- 
ville Reservoir? 

Mr. Evins. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Taser. This dam is going to cost $28 million? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. How do you make out a benefit-cost ratio on this 
project of 1.4 to 1? 

Colonel Rensnaw. It is 1.6 to 1, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What—why did you put 1.4 to 1 in the justifications? 

Colonel RensHaw. The system benefit is 1.6. This particular 
reservoir alone is 1.4. You are right, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Is this planning money or what? 

Colonel RensHaw. This is advance planning; yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Was there an appropriation last year for this project? 

Colonel Rensuaw. $50,000; yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. This is on the West Branch of the Susquehanna River, 
which goes up toward Williamsport? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taper. And it also goes down below for a distance of maybe 
50 miles? 

Colonel RensHaw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 
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CoNSTRUCTION 


INLAND WATERWAY FROM DELAWARE RIVER TO CHESAPEAKE BAY, 
DEL. AND MD. 


Mr. Cannon. Taking up the construction on the inland waterway 
from Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay, we will insert at this point 
in the record pages 10—A through 15 of the justifications. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


IntaND Waterway From Detaware River To CugsaPeaky) Bay, Dev. anv Mp. 


(Continuing) 
3 PART I. SUMMIT BRIDGE 
SS EEL IES SSID POLI ED AAS $2, 940, 000 
RO, So 2, 940, 000 
NED TR EOE. RNOONO once donnchasubeindcbokewldée We de 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 











| 

| 1959 budget | Revised Increase 

estimate 
Complete pier and abutment construction. -__........-...---- $240, 000 $240, 000 0 
Continue superstructure fabrication and commence erection - -| 2, 480, 000 2, - = 0 
ei ig iecinmmnesaissendeptaanyessas 8, 000 0 
Supervision and administration_....._--___-..---.-_.- Arad |___ 212,000 212" 000 212 000 0 

———— 
SINICii ial lnainavnmakemendinenniebeaicerciaesiniicl . aa | 2, 940, 000 0 
Revised rece schedule 
1959 budget a Revised estimate 

Excavation, grading, and embankments...-...............--..-- June 1958_.........| June 1958. 
Piers and abutments......................-.--------- shape Ceaall September 1958....| September 1958. 
Superstructure - - _oona---n-=+--->---+-------------------| December 1959..-.| December 1959. 
Approach roads, RN ado sithiseponknebebenn Jute > ble = <Evigiatl €0,14..<2 é- Do. 
Removal of existing bridge--....-... dintnien timp eben ities nando April 1961........- June 1960. 
WRI PIS Bresette sits niennccncsccece mince iienicrs linia take enciahaereneiiaesh BB ccaqeck teen Do. 








Location.—The project extends from Reedy Point on Delaware River through 
a land cut to Elk River, thence following Elk River and upper Chesapeake Bay 
to deep water in Chesapeake Bay, a distance of 46 miles. Part I is the replace- 
ment of the existing highway lift bridge at Summit, Del. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1 for the entire canal improvement authorized by the 
1954 River and Harbor Act, of which Summit Bridge replacement is an integral 

art. 
. Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
.Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost............-.- desde Asti tninaaitaahin nian i cahaegiaae dia $8, 250, 000 


EE EE EG cisicgdentiieneutanks<tapiesseiGpuaggucbanirhes RO Diced ochdeddin 
I erini ann akweedocunccawuenacsdensgubnbsbsetanesnenses i tvnssbactataosees 
Other costs. ---- Sehine cnquighbatin Sec bbuninskimdnaginceeeiae 4,000 |...--.-- : 

Total estimated project an sec ine a aiakatenea iene aalebrniee baci EE Bic cacitswadupnkoen 

Appropriations to June 30, 1957_- iiaknkessidetiaaswss ay: 5 3  _ ae 

Appropriations for fiscal year pin ninidcs «Goma Adidiwnacehcauniens S80 2 

nanan nos nas < seine pikansmannion napcn epee 2, 395, 000 29 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year MOOD 5. Sibel bnitecag ac Sandee, 2, 940, 000 65 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. .........---.--.-----.-.---.---.-- ES Botts tneniosdncen 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Bridge: High level fixed highway bridge near Summit, Del. Horizontal clearance» 
500 feet; vertical clearance (minimum), 135 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1968) 








Completion 
schedule 

Excavation, grading, and embankments.-_................-...-.-...-.-...- June 1958. 

Piers and abutments.........._._. ihnapatachinntipnpnish wiih padipeelbiiiniedaeea kam September 1958. 
Paperstructure Capriontion Pending)... .. acc. nn concen ce ens ennwanewsasce|spansancee December 1959. 
Approach roads, paving (not started)... ................---.--..--.-.-.-.- Do. 
Removal of existing bridge (not started) -_................-.--...-..-.-...--]---------- April 1961. 
SEE TEES Ek ncudccunumundsuntaaséanandcdicndenusheaunanaaenaeeii: 18 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This waterway connects Delaware River and the port of Philadelphia with 
Chesapeake Bay and the ports of Baltimore and Norfolk. Ocean-going vessels 
traveling between Baltimore and Philadelphia formerly were forced to journey by 
way of Chesapeake Bay, Atlantic Ocean, and Delaware Bay. By using the canal, 
a saving of 286 nautical miles is realized, nearly a day’s vessel travel. Vessels 
going from Baltimore to New York and points farther east make a smaller but 
substantial saving in travel. Commercial traffic through the waterway, which 
has increased each year since 1945, was 10,578,952 tons in 1956. The increase in 
1956 was more than 1,438,000 tons, or 16 percent over the 1955 tonnage. 

Reconstruction of Summit Bridge is necessitated by the precarious condition 
of the existing bridge, which is located on the highway route between the Chesa- 
peake Bay Bridge to the west and Delaware Memorial Bridge and the New Jerse 
Turnpike to the east. The existing bridge is not capable of carrying the immedi- 
ately prospective highway traffic. An adequate bridge is needed to connect these 
important highway links without interference with navigation. The main piers 
of the existing bridge, located within the channel limits, are extremely vulnerable 
to damage or destruction by passing vessels. There have been 12 collisions at 
the site since January 1938, of which 3 occurred since 1950. The St. Georges 
and Chesapeake City Bridges were both destroyed as a result of vessel collisions 
in 1939 and 1942, respectively, and had to be replaced under emergency conditions. 
In addition, movement of the piers of the existing Summit Bridge due to founda- 
tion conditions has necessitated extensive alterations at high cost during the past 
several years. Collapse of the bridge would halt both navigation and highway 
traffic. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,940,000 will be used to: 


Complete pier and abutment construction. ._.........------------ $240, 000 
Continue superstructure fabrication and commence erection._....... 2, 480, 000 
narer Mien CN p50 Sa be ak ele beeen 8, 000 
pervidion and. atininigtratied 2s oni scien ss oo a cice cd pubcner ond 212, 000 

RII x is tl Sanson 0a wel oe Ss ta ont Sn thn gnniaatian th Ge ee ee 2, 940, 000 


The requested funds are necessary to continue construction at a rate which 
provides for completion of the new bridge in December 1959. 


REMAINING WORK, 1954 MODIFICATION (PART II) 


Further work to complete Part II of the modification includes: 
Dredging channel from Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay, 35 feet deep and 
450 feet wide. 
. Dredging anchorage in Elk River, 35 feet deep, 1,200 feet wide and 3,700 feet 
ong. 
Replacing existing Pennsylvania Railroad bridge and Reedy Point highway 
ridge. 
The estimated Federal cost of the remaining work summarized above is $105 


— of which $15,000 has been appropriated for advance engineering and 
esign. 
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COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


Work completed includes a channel 27 feet deep, 250 feet wide from Delaware 
River to Elk River and 400 feet wide through Elk River and Chesapeake Bay to 
Pooles Island; highway bridges at St. Georges and Chesapeake City; extension of 
jetties at Reedy Point; mooring basin at Chesapeake City; revetment of banks; 
and construction of bulkheads. The cost of this work is $14,520,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS 


A further modifieation in the 1935 River and Harbor Act provides for dredging 
Delaware City Branch Channel to 8 feet deep and 50 feet wide with an 8-foot 
deep basin. The channel, including the basin, has been dredged from Delaware 
River to a point 400 feet east of Fifth Street Bridge at a cost of $25,000. Com- 
pletion of the channel remains to be done. Restudy of this remaining work will 
be required before it is undertaken. 

Non-Federal cosis.—Local interests are required to furnish rights-of-way for 
approaches to the Summit Bridge. The costs are estimated to be $4,000. 

In connection with part II of the project, local interests are r required to furnish 
the right-of-way needed for replacement of the Reedy Point Bridge at an esti- 
mated cost of $6,000. 

Local interests have also furnished rights-of-way in connection with the recon- 
struction of the St. Georges and Chesapeake City Bridges at costs of $151,000 and 
$75,000 respectively. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation have been furnished 
by the State of Delaware. They have provided the necessary rights-of-way for 
construction of Summit Bridge and agreed to provide connecting highways to this 
bridge. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$8,250,000 is an increase of $1,050,000 over the latest estimate ($7,200,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. A $920, 000 increase is based primarily on contract award 
prices and on quantity overruns and changed foundation conditions revealed by 
recent field investigation. A further $130,000 increase is based on reanalysis of 
requirements for Engineering and Design and for Supervision and Administration, 
including retirement contributions. 


Summary bishAicdicin ee (PB-1), fiscal were 1958 and 1959 


| : | 


a 
| Total to 





Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost; June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate | 1957 | 1958 | 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
(1) (2) (3 (4) (5) (6) 
| | | 
Se eee geen err pane sc esieandi las eaiel a Maite mses pide Abie saasebliincntiat 
Relocations | $7,380,000 | $177,300 | $1, 702,700 | $2, 570,000 | $2, 930, 000 
Engineering and design 250, 000 219, 000 | 21, 000 | 8,000 | 2, 000 
Supervision and administration | 620, 000 | 47, 600 | 127, 400 | 212, 000 | 233, 000 
D escesatniiadiall naieied ; onan ——— a 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | | | 
only) . | 8,250,000 | 443,900 | 1,851,100 | 2,790,000 3, 165, 000 
Undistributed cost: None__ Bo As | | 
Total project cost (Federal funds | | 
only |} 8, 250,000 | 443, 900 1, 851, 100 2, 790, 000 3, 165, 000 
Pending adjustments __-. ‘ mot —100 | +100 ‘ 
| - —$—__— } —_—__—_—_ — a -| acme const — 
Total cost (Federal funds only) _| 8, 250, 000 443, 800 1,851,200 | 2, 790, 000 | 3, 165, 000 
Undelivered orders. _ | 732, 200 —632, 200 | 150,000 | —250, 000 
Total obligation _-- pepe aelnnn-2aeae _| 1,176,000 | 1,219, 000 2,940,000 | 2,915,000 
| = — — — — ——|— = 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
Appropriations | 1, 195, 000 1, 200, 000 ues ° 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956 | 0 . waa ‘ 
Unobligated carryover from prior year coon as 19, 000 
Total funds available for obligation__| ee ae 1, 219, 000 | 


Appropriations required.___- 2, 940, 000 2, 915, 000 
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Mr. Cannon. Colonel Renshaw, why are you asking for $1 million 
more for this project this year than you asked last year, and why are 
you asking $2 million more this year than you asked 2 years ago, and 
may we expect that by next year you will be asking $3 millioa more? 

Colonel Rensnaw. First, let me say, sir, we believe that the esti- 
mate we now have will complete the project. 

Mr. Cannon. You made jumps of $1 million a year, and there is 
certainly a wide difference when you increase 2 years in succession at 
the rate of $1 million a year. There must be something wroag here. 
Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. There is poor engineering to begin with, or there is 
some factor in it that is not at first apparent to the committee. 

Colonel Rensnaw. Of the $1 million increase this year, over last 
year $375,000 of that is due to change in conditions in the foundations. 

Mr. Cannon. About one third is due to changes in the foundation? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Have those changes in the foundations taken place 
within the year, or were they unobserved a year ago? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Our original estimates was based upon test 
piles driven by our architect engineering firm. When we actually went 
out to build the project, we found that our foundation piling had to 
be much longer th 1an we had previously anticipated. 

Mr. Taner. Does that mean you did not do the job of locating 
your foundations correctly? It is just about that, is it not? 

Colonel Rensuaw. It meant that if we had driven more test piles 
we might have found the condition. 

Mr. Cannon. You say one-third of this $1 million or $375,000 is 
due to that, but the justifications say the $920,000 increase is based 
primarily upon contract award price, and on quantity overruns and 
change in foundation conditions revealed by recent field investigations. 

Colonel Rensuaw. That is the summation of the total, sir. I have 
it broken down. 

Mr. Cannon. Would you say then that the quantity overrun is 
two-thirds of it, and the changed foundation is one-third? 

Colonel Rensnaw. Of the $920,000; $375,000 is the changed 
foundations and quantity overrun. 

Mr. Cannon. Can you determine such important matters as this in 
advance in your original estimates, or your original designs, and 
specifications? Do we have to wait until we actually undertake it to 
discover we had made a mistake of $1 million? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Mr. Chairman, we hope to find this condition 
or these conditions in advance, and we think we take all engineering 
precautions that are normally taken. 

Mr. Cannon. There seems to be a lot of loose engineering here. 

We cannot depend upon hopes, Colonel Renshaw. We ought to 
know what we can depend on when the project is first presented, and 
your preliminary investigations ought to satisfy us on that point, so 
that we would not have to go back and readjust them. 

Really, Colonel Renshaw, are we doing the corps an injustice in 
reaching the conclusion that it makes such mistakes as this, and that 
we cannot depend entirely upon the data you submit at the time the 
matter is first taken up? 
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Colonel Rensuaw. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that the corps follows 
the usual practice among engineers. We drive what we feel are suffi- 
cient test piles and take such borings during the investigation stage 
to determine fairly accurately what we will find. We are wrong in 
some cases, but we think that we save money in the long run by not 
spending more on our engineering to determine down to the last 
degree 

Mr. Cannon. You mean that it would have been more expensive 
to have reached a determination of unquestioned accuracy? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Over the long run and taking all of our projects 
as a whole; yes, sir. I believe we carry our engineering to a reasonable 
point. lrepresent only one Division. Maybe, General Person would 
like to comment on this. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any further inquiries by the committee on 
the inland waterway from Delaware River to the Chesapeake Bay? 

Mr. Taser. I was just reading here ‘‘comparison of Federal cost 
estimates” where you say that the current Federal cost estimate of 
$8,250,000 is an increase of $1,050,000 over the latest estimate of 
$7,200,000 submitted to Congress. You say a $920,000 increase is 
based primarily on contract award prices and on quantity overruns 
and changed foundation conditions revealed by recent field investi- 
gation. 

Those things are the sort of things we hate to see coming up here. 
I am reading from page 14. You say a further $130,000 increase is 
based on reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and 
for supervision and administration, including retirement contributions. 

How could you be $130,000 off on your estimate for engineering and 
design and for supervision and administration? How could you be 
12 or 14 percent out of line on your contract award pr ices and on quan- 
tity overruns and changed foundation conditions? 1 would like to 
hear that explanation if there is any. 

Colonel RensHaw. One part of that last $130,000, $40,000, is a 
direct cost of the retirement deductions which were enacted into law 
during the past year and subsequent to the last hearing. That is a 
direct item. 

On the engineering, we always hope to be right and we try to report 
to the committee as honestly as we possibly can figure these projects. 
We are sorry our engineers made a mistake. 

General Person. May I make one comment? On the entire con- 
struction program the net cost increase in our estimate of last year 
is 2.2 percent. 

Mr. Taser. From an estimated cost of $6.2 million you went to 
$7.2 million and now you have gotten up to $8,250,000, so you really 
jumped $2 million on that, $1 million a year? 

Colonel RunsHaw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What sort of foundation conditions did you find to 
change the situation? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Our piles went farther in the ground than we 
had been led to believe by our test ~ driving. 

Mr. Taser. This is a bridge project. I just do not see how you 
could be so far off on that kind of a proposition. It is just below 
Wilmington? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir, south of Wilmington. 
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DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA NAVAL BASE TO TRENTON, N. J. 


Mr. Cannon. On the Philadelphia Naval Base to Trenton section, 
insert pages 17a through 24. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTIONAL, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


DELAWARE River, PoitapetpHi1a Navaut Base to Trenton, N. J. (40-Foor 


CHANNEL) 
(Continuing) 
POG? GUGURRRG oi: s cae ceckddeotadsadtdibhecustecacsaewccs se $10, 000, 000 
PEVINOG: CRMIDGED. «. _. ws 5. 5 ken cnddpatienDaaeabibte dun ane 13, 000, 000 
pnoresse in Sudxct cstimate..o. 64 cccccdewsn ee Ba a 3, 000, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 














| 
| 1959 budget | Revised Increase 
| estimate 

Continue reconstruction of Delair Bridge_.................-.- $2, 250, 000 $2, 250, 000 0 
Complete dredging, areas D-4 and D-5__...______._._---._-_. 2, 133, 000 0 —$2, 133, 000 
Initiate and complete rock excavation, area R-4A_..._...____- 960, 000 960, 000 0 
Initiate rock excavation, areas R-4B and R-8_____._....._-_.- 3, 835, 000 | 3, 235, 000 —600, 000 
Initiate dredging, areas D4 and D-13__....- 0 1, 740, 000 1, 740, 000 

Initiate dredging 35 feet to 40 feet, areas D-, D2, ‘and D-3, | 
and complete D-3____....._._-- eee kek 0 3, 835, 000 | 3, 835, a 

eee Se ee eee 247, 000 | 247, 000 | 
Supervision and administration _...................-..---.--- 575, 000 733, 000 158, 000 
eta cee i es sei. ele i 10, 000, 000 13, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 








Revised completion schedule 


| 1959 budget Revised estimate 


} 
Channels: | 
Naval base to Newbold Island-.......--- sdettuihsen atdigptiieahdaial | Fiscal year 1965. _ | Fiscal year 1964. 
Newbold Island to Trenton-..................-.--.--- 9 a! eee fe Do. 
Bridge: | 
Reconstruction of Delair wuiiye EF a ee ee ce February 1961_.._..| February 1961. 
SERS ENe PRIN . ... nanecqcnknamaitegseceaane ...------..----.-| Fiscal year 1956...| Fiscal year 1964. 


5s dela a4 Tos ane a i 


Location.—The Delaware River flows in a general southerly direction from 
southeastern New York to Delaware Bay. 

Authorization.—1954, 1945, and 1938 river and harbor acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.7 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| | Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 

} estimated 

| Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) .........._.___. bist deo $110, 800, 000 s 
Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard) connate eal Tadail 458, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost--- - ‘ ee ey 308, 000 2 
Cash contribution ___ ‘ ‘ - | 0 
Other costs ‘ a Te peckitnd 308, 000 
Total estimated project cost__ i iii ‘ naomcndtpeal : ae * 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 me ; tek 6, 100, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 -- Heil : | 8, 630, 000 
Appropriations to date ‘ oat 14, 730, 000 | 13 
Appropriations reque sted for fiscal year 1959__. EID | 10, 000, 000 | 22 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. ....._- eapwuiag acca ergeiiaumgs tienen | 86,070, 000 | 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Naval base to Newbold Island: 40 feet deep and 400 feet wide (500 feet 
wide through Horseshoe Bend). 
Newbold Island to Trenton: 35 feet deep and 300 feet wide. 
Bridge: 
Railroad lift bridge at Delair, N. J.: Horizontal clearance, 500 feet; vertical 
clearance, 135 feet. 


STATUS (JANUARY 1, 1958) 


Channels: Percent 
Rawelipass to Newbold Island. 2.22. 2. s2eoddscncudi-nciz dt ey 14 
Newbold Island to Trenton (not started)_.________._-_-_____-____- 0 

Bridge: 

Reconstruction of Delair Bridge. .......2........-...-.- -- Bee 10 
Entire project ___-__- na ieee eat wee woes = <cenhianwiike 12 

Completion schedule: 
maval base to Newbold Island..__.___.. 2... s5.-csc25 Fiscal year 1965. 
PES BOONE, CO: EPONGOB | os aio mein nee nme cance Do. 


Entire project ___ _- 


ao oc knee ee ee ae te Do. 
Reconstruction of Delair Bridge 





JUSTIFICATION 


Improvement of the navigation facilities of the Delaware River has been one 
of the principal factors in the industrial and economic growth of the Delaware 
Valley. Increasing recognition of the strategic location of the Trenton- 
Philadelphia-Camden area with respect to materials, labor, and markets is 
resulting in unprecedented industrial expansion in the region. Continuation of 
the improvements on the Delaware River is necessary to permit more general use 
of the larger and more efficient vessels currently engaged in foreign and coastwise 
commerce and provide increased safety for the millions of tons of Waterborne 
commerce transported annually on this waterway. During 1956 the foreign and 
domestic commerce originating from or consigned to points on this project 
amounted to some 91 million tons. Of this total about 13 million tons moved on 
the river between Allegheny Avenue and Trenton, an increase of 122 percent in 
the last 10 years. 

Extension of the 40-foot depth of channel from the naval base in Philadelphia 
to the upper end of Newbold Island and provision of a channel 35 feet in depth 
from that point to the Trenton marine terminal will permit full utilization of the 
port’s facilities to meet the industrial growth now taking place and planned in 
the large commercial region. It will add some 37 miles of deepwater channel 
above Philadelphia and eliminate navigation delays and loading limitations 
occasioned by the present inadequate depths in this section of the river. The 
improvement will particularly influence the transportation of raw materials to the 
major steel mill near Newbold Island, as well as the movement of lumber, chemi- 
cals, petroleum, and other manufactured products as far up as the port of Trenton. 
It is estimated that the improved channel will result in savings in transportation 
costs of several millions of dollars annually. 

Reconstruction of Delair Bridge is necessary to provide safe navigation and 
adequate clearances for existing vessel traffic and the larger vessels for which the 
improved channel is designed. The present bridge is a menace to navigation. 
It is located on a sharp bend and has drawspan clearances of only 122 and 124 
feet. Shipping interests now take the larger ships through this bridge only 
during daylight hours. In view of this restriction and the time element involved 
in waiting for favorable tides, the existing project dimensions are a cause of 
lengthy delays to shipping. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $10 million will be applied to— 


Continue reconstruction of Delair Bridge _.- : _ $2, 250, 000 

Complete dredging, areas D-4 and D-5-__- : ae 2, 133, 000 

Initiate and complete rock excavation, area R-4A_. we 960, 000 

Initiate rock excavation, areas R-4B and R-8__- bt : 3, 835, 000 

Engineering and design___- 3 pe Se 247, 000 

Supervision and administration _- --_-_- ; anes at ai 575, 000 
ee ee es 


Seen eS os Se a ae re ie ee ae 10, 600, 000 


The funds requested provide for continuation of construction at a minimum 
rate during the fiscal year. 
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COMPLETED WORK, DELAWARE RIVER NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS FROM DELAWARE 
BAY TO TRENTON, N. J. 


Channel 35 feet deep from Delaware Bay to Allegheny Avenue, including 
anchorages, at a cost of $17,834,000; channel 40 feet deep from Delaware Bay 
to Philadelphia Naval Base, at a cost of $9,087,000; enlarging and deepening of 
Marcus Hook and Mantua Creek Anchorages, at a cost of $3,715,000; and chan- 
nel 28 feet deep from Allegheny Avenue to Delair Bridge, thence 25 feet deep 
to Trenton, including auxiliary channels and turning basins, at a cost of $5,190,000. 
The total cost of completed work is $35,826,000. 


OTHER AUTHORIZED WORK REMAINING TO BE DONE 


The 37-foot-deep and 600-foot-wide portion of the channel from the naval base 
to Allegheny Avenue, including deepening Port Richmond anchorage to 37 feet 
remains to be done, at a cost of $2,589,000. These further improvements are not 
presently scheduled for accomplishment. 

Non-Federal costs —The initial investment required by local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $308,000 broken down as 
follows: 


Securing land and spoil-disposal. areas... .4.6-----. 2 occ own $58, 000 
Peconswuction of Delait Bridge. wow . 6.6 ose dn kin ncmsnndioen duu 250, 000 
acted: lnhibentecin seaman shetpite =o deka hai nee 6 ca 308, 000 


In addition, private industries bordering on the waterway are now expending 
more than $1 billion for industrial expansion. Berthing facilities and equipment 
for handling coal and iron ore have been constructed at the new $400 million 
Fairless Works of the United States Steel Corp. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of compliance with the requirements 
of local cooperation from the States of New Jersey and Pennsylvania were ac- 
cepted on August 6, 1956. The United States Steel Corp. has constructed berth- 
ing and materials handling facilities at the Fairless Works. Disposal areas for all 
dredging sections on which work will be in progress during fiscal year 1959 have 
already been furnished. Negotiations for future disposal areas are continuing, 
and no difficulties are anticipated. In addition, a contract has been entered into 
with the Pennsylvania Railroad in which the railroad agreed to pay approximately 
$250,000 of the cost for reconstruction of the Delair Bridge. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$110,800,000 is an increase of $48,700,000 over the latest estimate ($62,100,000) 
submitted to Congress. Of this increase $35,600,000 is based on completing the 
project to the authorized 40-foot depth rather than to the 35-foot interim depth, 
and $6,800,000 represents the cost of the 40-foot channel from the naval base to 
Allegheny Avenue, not included in the previous submission to Congress. The 
remaining $6,300,000 is the increase in cost applicable to the 35-foot channel por- 
tion, of which $3,495,000 is based on the receipt of bids and overruns in quantities, 
$1,515,000 is based on reanalysis of unit costs for uncommitted work in view of 
recent bid experience, and $1,290,000 is based on reevaluation of requirements for 
engineering and design and supervision and administration, including the retire- 
ment contribution. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Project Total to Current Budget | Balance to 









































Feature cost June 30, | fiscal year | fiscal year | complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(a) (2) e | @& © | © 
Modifications in Rivers and Harbors Acts | 
of 1938 (8S. Doc. 159, 75th Cong., 3d sess.), 
1945 (H. Doc. 580, 76th Cong., 3d sess.), | 
and 1954 (H. Doc. 358, 83d Cong.. 
2d _sess.): ! | | 
I cena ns ecu ees $10, 780, 000 $40,000 | $1,860,000 | $2,250,000 | $6, 630, 000 
ME aed abhincknts atiedunidesed ox 90, 378,000 | 5,186,300 | 5,786,100 | 6,327, 600 73, 078, 000 
Engineering and design ............-- 2, 466, 000 461, 200 340, 200 247, 600 1, 417, 000 
Supervision and administration._.....| 7, 176,000 373, 300 682, 900 574,800 | 5,545,000 
Total applied cost (Corp of Engineers Fa-O 
Rt ee a 110, 800,000 | 6,060,800 | 8,669,200 | 9,400,000 | 86, 670,000 
Undistributed cost. None. 
Total project cost (Corp of Engineers | 
te cnn asa ielce oe: 110, 800,000 | 6,060,800 | 8,669,200 | 9,400,000 | 86, 670.000 
ns GUISES... 5 on nn ns] - on sens —51, 200 +51, 200 }..........-- icatiulses 
Total cost (Corp of Engineers funds 
Te cas aaa 110, 800,000 | 6,009,600 | 8,720,400 | 9,400,000 | 86, 670, 000 
Undelivered Ne ee ore ee +81, 500 —81, 500 | +600, 000 —600, 000 
Total obligations................-.-.|.......--.-- 6,091, 100 | 8,638, 900 | 10,000,000 | 86,070, 008 
METHOD OF FINANCING a F rah ood 
a _...-------| 6,100,000 | 8, 630,000 |-....--- u Z 
Permanent transfer since July 1, 1956_...._|_--.-_- ~ocetb teense RO S52. 355s ie Ade bea 
Unobligated carryover from prior year-.--- . hh ais Ay oRikerbtnelinte sa | 8, 900 sth E kenshidtaiad lien cahdinieecibg 
Total funds available for obligation..|............|..--.- é ms 8, 638, 900 |____- i ahs 
Appropriations required.--.......-......-.|_-....-----. bee teenie Nid ctiaace wha | 10,000,000 | 86,070,000 


| ‘3 Hi | aaa 


1 Costs shown for these modifications include $1,740,000 to provide a channel 37 by 400 feet from 1 Phila- 
delphia Naval Base to Allegheny Ave., as authorized by Rivers and Harbors Acts of 1988 and 1945. 


ADDITION OF CHANNEL FROM NAVAL BASE TO ALLEGHENY AVENTE 


Mr. Cannon. The channel from the Naval Base to Allegheny 
Avenue was not included in the project, as I understand it, last year. 
It is now included. If I might ask a rather searching question, was 
this change made in order to avoid showing a new start? 

Colonel Rensnaw. No, sir. Last year, if you will recall, we were 
authorized to dredge to 35 feet and ‘ongress last year ordered us to 
dredge this project to 40 feet. The part from the Naval Base to 
Allegheny Avenue is already 35 feet, so when we were limited to 35 
feet we only had to work from Allegheny Avenue north to Trenton. 
But when Congress inserted the 40- foot limitation we had to pick up 
that additional 5 feet from the naval base to Allegheny Avenue. 


REVISION OF THE ESTIMATE 


Mr. Cannon. The revised estimated is for $13 million instead of 
$10 million, but the revision cuts out all funds originally budgeted 
for dredging in areas D-4 and D-—5, as shown on the map. What is 
the significance of that shift in your program? 

Colonel Rensuaw. In areas D-4 and D-5, sir, generally speaking, 
we have earth overriding rock there. If you have the map before you? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. 

Colonel Rensoaw. The red portion of D-4 and D-5 that you see 
on that map was accomplished with transfers made to this project 
from other projects this year. 
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Mr. Cannon. In this change you referred to, constructing it to a 
depth of 40 feet instead of 35 feet, how much do you estimate will be 
saved by constructing it to 40 feet in 1 operation rather than in 2 
operations? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Last year we estimated we would save about 
$7 million by doing it all at once rather than doing it in 2 stages. 

Mr. Cannon. The dredging bids are still going up, or has the 
trend changed during the last few months since the justifications were 
prepared? 

Colonel Rensnaw. We have had little experience since these papers 
were made up. We have opened oaly two bids. In one of those 
they were very favorable, less than the Government estimate, and 
in the other case they were higher thaa the Government estimate. 
So in my two cases I have no change. 


MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. Incidentally, when this channel is dredged, how 
permanent is the improvement? How long before you will have to 
dredge again? 

Colonel RensHaw. We estimate additional annual maintenance of 
about 1 million cubie yards on this channel. 

Mr. Cannon. To what depth? 

Colonel RensHaw. To maintain it at the 40-foot depth. 

Mr. Cannon. That would be how much change in a year through 
the natural accretion of sediment? 

Colonel Rensnaw. In depth? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. 

Colonel Rensuaw. I would say probably 1 foot a year if we did not 
maintain it. 

Mr. Cannon. In 5 years, then, it would be back to 35 feet? 

Colonel Rensnaw. If it all deposited evenly in the bottom. It 
would not be the same in the wide parts as in the narrow parts. 


COST INCREASE 


Mr. Cannon. In one case your bids were less than anticipated and 
in the other case they were more than you had expected. How much 
of the increase in your estimate is due to bids being higher than was 
anticipated? 

Colonel Rensuaw. About $3.5 million in quantity increases on 
work underway. 

Mr. Cannon. Any questions on this? 


1969 WORK PROGRAM 


Mr. Taser. What is this green thing on the map? Is that what 
you are going to do in 1959? 

Colonel Rensuaw. No. That is the work we are doing this year, 
sir. 
Mr. Taper. In 1958? 
Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Taser. And your 1959 work is the red? 
Colonel Rensnaw. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Taser. That means just about a quarter of the amount of work 
that you did in 1958 with less money? 

Colonel Rensuaw. This year we are going to get into the rock 
excavation, sir. That is much more expensive than the dirt work. 

Mr. Taser. You mean there is rock excavation at each end of the 
green line? 

Colonel Rensnaw. Yes, sir; it is rock practically all the way under 
that green line. 

Mr. Taser. It does not extend to the red line above it and the red 
line below it; is that right? 

Colonel RensHAw. Somewhat, but not very far. It does extend 
somewhat into that red line, sir. 

Mr. Taser. It seems kind of funny that you would have a cost of 
$13 million for a stretch about 2 miles long and only $8 million for a 
stretch 6 miles long. 

Colonel Renspaw. Mr. Chairman, this map was made up when we 
originally submitted the budget when we were limited to $10 million. 
The map has not been changed since the President asked for the revised 
budget amount of $13 million. And part of this budget request is for 
modifying the Delair Bridge. 

Mr. Taser. Where is that, up the river or down the river? It is 
down the river, is it not? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, just above Philadelphia. That is the rail- 
road bridge. 

Mr. Taser. Is that something that was not contemplated before? 

Colonel Rensuaw. No, sir, that was contemplated in the project 
document. 


NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY CHANNELS, N. Y. AND N, J. 

Mr. Cannon. On the New York and New Jersey Channels we will 
insert pages 25a through 31. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 


(NAVIGATION) 
New York AND NEw JERSEY CHANNELS, N. Y. anp N. J. 
(Continuing) 
Budget estimate_--__-___--- I shd «i cjge heir kad meiite haw aie me corel $4, 000, 00U 
ew Ae igs we thee as Re Waa tires in nas Aaj dino ieee 5, 420, 000 
een NG OOUNERG.. oon od cee no een cance amecierabdwe nae 1, 420, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete dredging and rock removal from Pralls Island to 

CE Ee ees ee $362, 000 $562, 000 $200, 000 
Complete dredging and rock removal in the vicinity of Car- 

a eee sk clot eee nes 1, 080, 000 1, 080, 000 0 
Initiate and complete dredging Smoking to Tufts Point, area 6. 847, 000 847, 000 0 
Initiate dredging and rock removal in the vicinity of Tremley 

i ain en alo atl 686, 000 1, 473, 000 787, 000 
Initiate dredging and rock removal opposite LakesIs land, 

i iin icemitnteig enc akokap weber -taieiaaebenihen tid 800, 000 1, 120, 000 320, 000 
RUE CID hoo ok occu socdencotackdiecedadday 13, 300 13, 300 0 
Supervision and administration........... ébagee wach dicinchaedauil 211, 7 324, 700 113, 000 





NN a eee 4,000,000 | 5, 420, 000 1, 420, 000 
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Revised completion schedule 


| 


1959 budget Revised estimate 
| 














Lower New York Bay to vicinity of Smith Creek . ....| Complete. _. ea Complete. 

In Arthur Kill from Smith Creek to Piles Creek _..| February 1960___- | November 1959. 
In Arthur Kill and Kill Van Kull to Wane New York B: ay_ =o Complete Wekéteds Complete. 
Anchorage, Perth Amboy. ait a sy oo Oar hittin. tes Do. 
Anchorage, Sandy Hook ___..________- noe cote 8 ot ee ee June 1961, 
Cutoff at junction with main ship Ciba, 20. fos. See: November 1960__..| November 1959. 
Widen bend at B. & O. RR. ae abith. sedis hes edema January 1961-_____- June 1960, 
Entire project. ........-..- shi ing dial yoni epiindaddemaliahia, | June icétcgute 


June 1961, 








Location.—These channels, about 30.8 miles in length, extend from lower New 
York Bay around the west side of Staten Island to upper New York Bay and are 
located approximately along the boundary line between the States of New York 
and New Jersey. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act, 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1935 act not evaluated; 1950 act, 1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 














Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
eae | 
petites TeGueb ee... . i ca eid. 2 a dk i a $61, 900, 000 |_......-...--... 
I TUNE OUNBan cc cciinccaseptiocisctanacsusnscudiidinkticassibatlal Ah, GEG basen cdumnntsee 
Cash contribution................. —ictin a since dhivehi ti dhasctiaasiiliiaas eae 
em CN Bae as Sod cldcadn deen cacdtm abn dcthebkucibahoucibanneie i Cee [os tact oka 
Sa ORO scales a tentghcintintinialitodinnninmntsiosaiati Scisnansai CEA GR b ..nentsilicontabas 
IE CO FOTO TD, SOUT gee isis dst bee tents ceemlck me egeieninn 45, 445, 000 ss debits tediadinteelaleaees 
TEENS GEE REND OD Btinnt cceiintpowabranchsnnemaitenduaeenaian a ata 
BN EE A LE SESEE ES PR) RA ee 50, 645, 000 82 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_._..._......-...-.---..----... 4, 000, 000 88 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. ...............--...--...-.--.-.- 7, 255, 000 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Lower New York Bay through Raritan Bay and Arthur Kill to vicinity 
of Smith Creek, 35 feet deep and 600 feet wide, with widening at bends to 
800 feet, 15.9 miles long; thence in Arthur Kill from vicinity of Smith Creek to 
Piles Creek 35 feet deep, 500 feet wide with widening at the bends, 6.5 miles 
long; in Arthur Kill and Kill Van Kull from vicinity of Piles Creek to upper 
New York Bay, 35 feet deep, 500 to 800 feet wide, 8.4 miles long. Bend in 
Arthur Kill at B. & O. RR. bridge widened by 200 feet to depth of 35 feet. 

Cutoff: At junction with main ship channel to a depth of 30 feet. 

Anchorage: 

Perth Amboy: Deepen 33-foot anchorage to 37 feet and provide area 25 feet 
deep. Overall area 1,800 feet wide and 5,000 feet long. 
Sandy Hook: 38 feet deep, 1,600 feet wide and 5,000 feet long. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) Completion 
schedule 


Lower New York Bay to vicinity of Smith Creek ...----| Complete-.__-- : 
In Arthur Kill from Smith Creek to Piles Creek_- 54 percent complete. ..| February 1960. 
In Arthur Kill and Kill Van Kull to aaeee New York K Bay. Complete 
Anchorage, Perth Amboy -.-.----- .do sana nate 
Anchorage, Sandy Hook__._-_-- epesiheiciiaiaaal | Not started. ___- June 1962. 
| 
i 


Cutoff at junction with main ship channel________- 5 bad odatduncaal | November 1960. 
Widen bend at B. & O. RR. bridge si ch hdl Shei apc Mins - ean | January 1961. 
PE, ep i8U is cig dash cca dneegbaccsdimeaite k 77 ‘percent complete - sy | June 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


These channels, as part of the port of New York Channel facilities, serve one 
of the most highly industrialized areas in the United States for storage, refining, 
and distribution of petroleum products, in addition to large chemical plants; 
railroad, lumber, and coal terminals; publie service companies; and other indus- 
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trial and commercial plants. It also serves the world ports through its existing 
deep-draft ship lanes and ports of the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River 
through the Hudson River. Continuation of further improvement under the 
project to provide wider and deeper channels is essential in order to accommodate 
the constantly expanding volume of traffic handled in larger and deeper draft 
vessels. 

During 1956 the foreign and domestic commerce originating from or consigned 
to points on this project amounted to some 75 million tons or 38 percent of the 
total commerce of the port of New York. In addition, over 23 million tons of 
commerce originating elsewhere than from the bordering uplands traveled this 
waterway in 1956 en route to other parts of the harbor of New York, or a total of 
98 million tons of commerce traveled this important maritime artery in 1 year. 
Approximately 25 percent of the total commerce for New York and New Jersey 
channels is handled in the 6.5 mile reach of the middle section of Arthur Kill, 
between Sewaren and Piles Creek, which is essentially all that remains in com- 

leting the entire 35-foot main channel between Upper and Lower New York 

ays. By completing this link, the full economic benefits anticipated from the 
project will be realized and the full capacity of these channels will be available in 
the event of a major national emergency. Tankers presently using the waterway 
have loaded drafts up to 36 feet. The major difficulty affecting the operation of 
deep-draft vessels on this waterway is insufficient depth and width of channel 
in the middle section of Arthur Kill since this portion of the waterway cannot 
accommodate the larger and more efficient vessels now in use in its northerly and 
southerly ends. Completion of the improvement will also provide a connecting 
link of equal depth in one of the most important waterways in the port of New 
York, and will result in widespread national benefits. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $4 million will be applied to: 


Complete dredging and rock removal from Pralls Island to Tremley 


PUI Ste Sh. cits oaks Se ee eases Sa eweReeaNs. oe ae $362, 000 
Complete dredging and rock removal in the vicinity of Carteret, area 

eee an in ares arin snd stint paprm aeamnig seem des ws BO ES, 1, 080, 000 
Initiate and complete dredging Smoking to Tufts Point, area 6_.___- 847, 000 
Initiate dredging and rock removal in the vicinity of Tremley Point, 

I si DNR own be cneieerie ay anna sinsonn ected tls Was Jae ae YS 686, 000 
Initiate dredging and rock removal opposite Lakes Island, area 14___ 800, 000 
pugnering Gne-detiew... = | - = 2 soos ee eee cee cn ceecs esse 13, 300 
pepervence and Gamunistration. .. oS... ee oe os ee wceke 211, 700 

aides tice th cect sibs natoborigte bbs abides seiainc 4, 000, 000 


In the present 30-foot section of Arthur Kill, the handling of deep-draft ships 
can be accomplished only with some hazard or by emploving uneconomic methods 
such as carrying partial loads, navigating only on high tides during the daytime, 
or lightering vessels before proceeding to terminals. All these alternatives are 
inefficient and costly and result in appreciable loss. It is essential that a through 
depth of 35 feet be provided at the earliest date for the safe and efficient movement 
of the millions of tons of waterborne commerce transported on this important 
maritime artery. 

Work areas have been selected to afford the best possible channel lanes to navi- 
gation interests during dredging operations consistent with existing depths. The 
sequence has been arranged to take advantage of available dredging equipment 
in this area, to permit traffic to pass without undue delays or hazards during 
dredging operations, and to provide the deepest available water where possible. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY CHANNELS 


Work completed consists of an anchorage to a depth of 33 feet south of Perth 
Amboy authorized by the act of September 6, 1933. The cost of this completed 
work is $807,000. 

Non-Federal cost.—The cost to local interest of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 35- 
foot channel in the middle section of Arthur Kill is $1,462,000. This consists of 
$3,000 for lands, easements and rights-of-way and $1,459,000 for deepening the 
approaches and berths at the terminals using the improvement. 

In addition, local interests bordering the New York and New Jersey Channels 
have expended within the past 40 years over $100 million for plant and terminal 
facilities. Many millions of dollars have also been spent for navigation improve- 
ments to the approaches, and for berthing facilities at the terminals. Local 
interests have signified their intentions of undertaking further terminal improve- 
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ments to meet the needs of increasing ecommerce. The two principal oil com- 
panies in the northern section of Arthur Kill are presently expanding their oil- 
storage facilities by constructing new tanks with a total capacity of 200 million 
allons. One of these companies is also modernizing its refining facilities. 
diner oil company located in the southern section of Arthur Kill is now ex- 
tending its docking space and is widening and deepening the berth and approach 
to its dock. The costs of these improvements aggregate several million dollars. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of New York, the city of Linden, N. J., 
the Borough of Carteret, N. J., and the Borough of Woodbridge, N. J., have 
furnished assurances that the requirements of local cooperation will be supplied. 
The Sinclair Refining Co., the General American Transportation Corp., and the 
Cities Service Oil Co. hav e also furnished assurances for deepening the approaches 
and berths at their terminals upon completion of the channel deepening. The 
city of New York has furnished permanent easements to the United States for 
all land required for the channel dredging. Disposal areas for work completed 
or underway have been furnished by local interests. No disposal areas are re- 
quired for work contemplated in fiscal year 1958. Disposal areas are required 
for new work contemplated in area 6 during fiscal year 1959, and assurances in 
this regard have been furnished by local interests. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—No change from the latest estimate 
($61,900,000) submitted to Congress. However, adjustments in estimates for 
certain feature items have been made within the overall total based on further 


planning, bids received, and the reflection of current unit prices on uncommitted 
work, 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 

















| Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature |Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year | complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 | after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
shied |! ——  —_'—_—_—_| - 
Modification in 1935 R&H Act (HD 
133/74/1): 
Completed units_-_............- .----. (905, 004,000 ($35, 004, 000 |............}............ adit 
CNN shh d canidnnsda dct hitsebhnkg 10, 290,000 | 3, 149,900 | $1, 567,500 | $1, 132,300 | $4, 440, 300 
Engineering and design __.--- Gisns 150, 000 52, 800 | 39, 900 | 4, 300 53, 000 
Supervision and administration. _____- 666, 000 188, 500 97, 100 | 69, 300 3il, 100 
Subtotal costs (1935 modification) ___.| 46, 200,000 | 38,485,200 | 1,704,500 | 1, 205, 900 4, 804, 400 
Modification in 1950 R&H Act (HD 
233/81/1): 
Channels - weenicnnd 14, 610, 000 | ~ 6, 461,800 | 3, 215,600 | 2,322,700 | 2, 609, 900 
Engineering and design __- ken 200, 000 108, 900 82, 100 9, 000 ; ae 
Supervision and administration __ _- ia 890, 000 387, 500 199, 600 142, 400 160, 500 





Subtotal costs (1950 modification) ___- 15, 700, 00 | 6,958,200 | 3,497,300 2, 474, 100° 2, 770, 400 
| } 








Total applied cost (Federal funds only)_...| 61, 900, 000° 45, 443, 400 | 6, 201, 800 3, 680, 000 7, 574, 800 
Undistributed cost, none. 


Total project cost (Federal funds asscihi .| 61, 900, 000 | 45, 443,400 | 5,201,800 | 3, 680, 000 7, 574, 800 





Pending adjustments .. : ea sad —700 | Pe Reis aa 
Total cost (Federal funds only) .........--- } 61, 900, 000 | 45,442,700 | 5,202,500 | 3, 680, 000 7, 574, 800 
Undelivered orders............-.--..- |------- Secel 100 | —100 320, 000 — 320, 000 
a eee | eee ee 442, 800 5, 202,400 | 4, 000, 000 7, 254. 800 








METHOD OF FINANCING 

















Appropriations___._......_- wo-|oneern-nn === | 44,955,200 | 5, 200, 000 |......--...-|---..----... 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956__- TS Sica asi 490, 000 | _. ae ingle taienise ds abet 
Unobligated carryover from prior year__.__|....._.-- aprnon- nesses} RAGED We. dese Aes 
Total funds available for obligation-_|-.........-- | 45, 445, 200 | 5,202,400 |.......- chides 
Appropriations required___...............-)......--- ica obidtcmcastiond ._| 4,000, 000 7, 254, 800 


' i i 





Mr. Cannon. The situation there is obvious. 
Any questions on that? 

Mr. Evins. No questions. 

Mr. Taper. | guess not. 


25230—58—pt. 2——6 





| 
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NORFOLK HARBOR, VA. 


. 


Mr. Cannon. On the Norfolk Harbor in Virginia we will insert 
pages 32a through 37. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


Norrotk Harpor, Va. (Wipentne 40-Foor CHANNEL AND CRANEY ISLAND 
ANCHORAGES) 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate________-__- ; a aioe eer sto _. $1, 200, 000 
Revised estimate ___-_- Sa sia sarenalh aotanisll<-aitik-eatel ac vii 




















Increase in budget estimate__--__- : si Ianto ers 0 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
illite leciisealincniniicatieme anna : wossechaa maldhees - as hi eis, tii a 
1959 budget | Revised Increase 
| estimate 
aia E 1 | 
Widening 40-foot channel: | | 
Complete hopper dredging with Government plant--_----. $678, 000 | 0 | — $678, 000 
Continue hopper dredging with Government plant --.---- 0 | $247, 000 | +247, 000 
Initiate hydraulic dredging under continuing contract - - --| 417, 000 0 | —417, 000 
Complete hydraulic dredging under continuing contract -_| 7 848, 000 +-848, 000 
Engineering and design_____..........- ne <nsil 3, 000 3, 000 0 
Supervision and administration -__. _- pee aca 1 102, 000 102, 000 0 
a s =| Z 
ee ee Seger ora Some 1, 200, 000 | 1, 200, 000 | 0 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
rrr ar es od bh wie cet neasbebabis | March 1960 | December 1959, 
ee ee OOS. 5. 2. . wp cahincosnasdebunetne’ opel DOOD 198k. wSaet | May 1960. 


ae... sasasdunccudabadelehenwba | 


Location.—Norfolk Harbor is at the southern end of Chesapeake Bay, 30 miles 
westerly from the entrance to Chesapeake Bay at Cape Henry. The portion of 
the project to be widened is located on the southeasterly and easterly side of the 
40-foot channel from the 40-foot contour in Hampton Roads up Elizabeth River 
to a point just south of Hampton Roads port of embarkation piers. The Craney 
Island anchorages are located south of Craney Island. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— Not evaluated. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 











Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - - -- itbedintediinall eck $5, 510, 000 ¥ " 
Estimated Federal cost (U. 5. Coast Guard) aig ‘i 35, 000 | _- : 
Estimated Federal cost (U. 8S. Navy)- : tage 120, 000 |__.. 

Estimated non-Federal cost _ _- ieee ae ; : 60, 000 J 2 
ash comtripntions. ..................- b seildeteia 0 “ 
Other costs » = ; : a 60, 000 | 

Total estimated project cost__-- x — 4 eae 5, 725, 000 ° 

Appropriation to June 30, 1957_._...-- 45g¢400 indie ee tee 0 

Appropriation for fiscal year 1958_- _- Fi eekbomeses 1, 590, 000 | 

Appropriation to date__- 3 = et | 1, 590, 000 | 29 

Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1959__ ‘4 — 1, 200, 000 | 51 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 2, 720, 000 | 


| ' 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: An increase in project width of Norfolk Harbor 40-foot channel from 
750 feet wide to 1,500 feet wide for a distance of approximately 6.4 miles; the 
elimination of the 30-foot, 22-foot, and 16-foot anchorages presently located 
south of Craney Island, and in lieu thereof, the construction of an anchorage 
38 feet deep and 1,500 feet square, an anchorage 35 feet deep and 1,500 feet 
square, and an anchorage 20 feet deep, 1,000 feet wide, and 3,000 feet long. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1958): Not started. 

Completion schedule: ‘ 

Widening 40-foot channel: March 1960. 
Craney Island anchorages: May 1961. 
Entire project: May 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Vessel traffic on Hampton Roads and Elizabeth River is subjected to fogs and 
high wind velocities. These natural hazards are intensified by congestion in the 
channel resulting from the movement of vessels to and from terminals and aggra- 
vated in recent years by the increase in the number, size, and draft of vessels, 
both naval and commercial. In 1956, the commerce on this waterway totaled 
over 44 million tons, exclusive of tonnage moved by the United States Navy, 
United States Army, and other Government agencies. The headquarters of the 
Atlantic Fleet and the fleet of the Supreme Allied Command Atlantic are main- 
tained at Norfolk. The Department of the Army maintains the Hampton 
Roads Army Terminal at Norfolk. 

The existing 40-foot channel is no longer adequate for the safe accommodation 
of vessel traffic. In calendar year 1956, collisions in this channel caused damages 
to vessels totaling $750,000. Widening of the channel from 750 to 1,500 feet 
will greatly alleviate the hazards now attending navigation and insure more 
efficient operation and movement of vessel traffic. The improvement is espe- 
cially important to the Navy to facilitate movement of naval units, particularly 
in adverse weather and in times of emergency. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,200,000 will be applied as 
follows: 


Widening 40-foot channel: 


Complete hopper dredging with Government plant - - -- seers $678, 000 
Initiate hydraulic dredging under continuing contract__-------- 417, 000 
I BUND CO ng. bs oo Mice wen buena an nanneee - 3, 000 
BUperviniOm BNG GUimisimerauon..-~. 2-8 ss ace on eeeeee 102, 000 
ROUB sacs anns soos ee terete roe as Sek 1, 200, 000 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, NORFOLK HARBOR, VA. 


Work completed consists of a 750-foot width of the main 40-foot channel in 
Hampton Roads and the Elizabeth River, and various extensions in the Southern, 
Eastern, and Western Branches, and Scotts Creek, with supplemental anchorages 
and turning basins. The cost of this completed work is $6,532,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, NORFOLK HARBOR, VA. 


Uncompleted modifications include the construction of Craney Island disposal 
area; and completion of the 35-foot channel in the Southern Branch of Elizabeth 
River. The total estimated cost of Craney Island disposal area is $6,500,000. 
Construction is currently underway and the work is about 98 percent complete. 
The 35-foot channel in the Southern Branch, with a total estimated cost of $1,280,- 
000, is complete except for work at the Belt Line Railroad bridge having an esti- 
mated cost of $75,000. 

Non-Federal cost.—Construction of the Craney Island anchorages will require 
the Commonwealth of Virginia to extinguish for the useful life of the project all 
oyster rights at and in the vieinity of the anchorages. The cost is estimated at 
$60,000. 

The Hampton Roads Sanitation District Commission will be required to alter 
a sanitary sewer outfall lving within the area of widening of the 40-foot channel. 
This item is not a local cooperation requirement of the authorizing act but local 
interests will bear the cost of alteration, estimated at $25,000, in accordance with 
the conditions of the Department of the Army permit covering the sewer. 





Local interests also incurred costs of approximately $200,000 in complying with 
the requirements of local cooperation for previous work accomplished on the 
Norfolk Harbor project. 

In addition, local interests have incurred costs of many millions of dollars in 
connection with the dredging of approach channels and berthing areas, and the 
construction of terminal facilities within the Norfolk Harbor area. 

Other Federal cost.—The estimated cost to the United States Coast Guard for 
establishing and relocating aids to navigation in connection with the widening 
of the 40-foot channel and Craney Island anchorages is $35,000. 

Also, in connection with the widening of the 40-foot channel, the Navy Depart- 
ment will be required to relocate a degaussing range lying at the bottom of the 
channel opposite the naval base. The estimated cost of this work is $120,000. 

In addition to the Federal investment in the authorized project, Government 
agencies, principally the United States Navy, have invested many millions of 
dollars in dredging approach channels and berthing areas, and the construction 
of terminal facilities and shipyards within the Norfolk Harbor area. 

Status of local cooperation None required for 40-foot channel widening. 
Agreement on the part of the Commonwealth of Virginia to extinguish rights under 
existing leases to oyster grounds in the vicinity of Craney Island anchorage re- 
quires action by the State legislature which convenes again early in calendar year 
1958. No difficulty is anticipated in completing the required action in time for 
scheduled construction of this phase of the improvement in fiscal year 1961. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$5,510,000 is an increase of $350,000 over the latest estimate ($5,160,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. $241,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels, 
$66,000 is due to inclusion of contributions to employee retirement funds begin- 
ning July 1, 1957, and $43,000 results from reevaluation of estimated costs for 
supervision and administration. 


aminary of construction pe (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 



































! 
| Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
| | 
(1) | (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Modification in 1954 River and Harbor 
Act (8. Doc. 122/83/2): | 
he a wad cima $5, 007,000 |............ $775, 000 | $1, 570, 000 $2, 662, 000 
Engineering and design.....__...-__- MR f osktnccaaed 20, 000 3, 000 5, 
Supervision and administration ....._- 4 2) eee 95, O00 77 000 | 203, 000 
Total applied cost (Corps of er 
neers funds only) -_.-.-_-.---- © GRO O00 binccntccienins 890,000 | 1,750, 000 2, 870, 000 
Total oe cost (Corps of Engineers 
RN ait isc neta sncnknkecewces GUNG OO Viciestercdcce 890,000 | 1,750,000 2, 870, 000 
Total cost (Corps of Engineers funds See sean aitl 
eet et ict tens wecine code aad bith ecewee BR COE len eaticnes 890, 000 , 750, 000 2, 870, 000 
Undelivered CE soos ch hha tad i : bbbitidete tte 150, 000 —150, 000 
I o tiriciot pualadanccnnansencakcwn sued seudpeieiedad 890,000 | 1,900,000 2, 720, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
IGN is bik hci eh da oes bbecuds. dea bosbisenbieds 2 DUR GEE Bs aici disc an idle 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_.._.|-...-...-...|-..--.....--]-.-.-.-..--- , 8 ee 
Total funds available for ye ae ictdtdhvestsh ska 1, 590, 000 |..........-- cast ealcedaie 
MReptebatians SeNOR aie ss os a en ween ohn df dn se ts a seeds 1, 200, 000 2, 720, 000 





Mr. Cannon. 
been started as of January 1? 

Colonel Rensuaw. That is right. 

Mr. Cannon. 





Colonel RensHaw. No, sir, it has not. : 
Mr. Cannon. It is still in the status in which it was on the first of 


the year? 


Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 


Has it been started in the meantime? 


According to the justifications this project had not 





Mr. Cannon. When do you expect to start on it? 

Colonel RensHaw. We will start a contract on that this spring, sir. 
That job will be done largely with Government plant and equipment, 
our own Corps of Engineers dredges. When we were prevented from 
entering on any new starts this fiscal year we had to reschedule our 
hopper dredges. We will not be able to schedule them to come to 
Norfolk until next fall to start on this work. 

Mr. Cannon. In the meantime, the need for this work still exists? 

Colonel RensHaw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you still estimate you will have $700,000 unob- 
ligated at the end of fiscal year 1958? 

Colonel RensHaw. My estimate now is about $570,000 at the end 
of the fiscal year. 

Mr. Cannon. How about the other $130,000? 

Colonel RensHaw. We will do part of this work by contractor’s 
plant. 

Mr. Cannon. You expect to spend the whole $700,000, but for the 
time being you will retain about $570,000? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Any questions? 

Mr. Taser. How much did you have last year for that? 

Colonel RensHaw. $1,590,000, sir. 

Mr. Taser. You are figuring to have $500,000 of that left? 

Colonel RensHaw. Yes, sir, that is unobligated. 

Mr. Taser. Are you going to be able to get a better price on a 
contract job than you would be able to do the job yourself? 

Colonel Rensuaw. No, sir. The work we are doing is that which 
is not readily susceptible to contract. It is in the deep exposed part 
of Hampton Roads, out in the rough water. 

Mr. Taser. Was that something that you contemplated doing 
yourselves and changed your mind on it? 

Colonel Rensnaw. No, sir. Part of it we always had contem- 
plated doing ourselves. As a matter of fact, we are the only people 
who have the kind of equipment to do the outer part of it. The mner 
part we will do by contract. 

Mr. Taser. I guess that is all. 


STATEN ISLAND RAPID TRANSIT RAILWAY CO. BRIDGE, NEW YORK AND 
NEW JERSEY 


Mr. Cannon. On the Staten Island Rapid Transit Railway Co. 
bridge we will insert pages 38a through 43. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ALTERATION OF BRIDGES 
(TRUMAN-HOBBS ACT) 


Staten IsLaANp Raprp Transit Rartway Bripce Across ArtuurR Kitt, N. Y 
AND N. J. 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate___._.___-_- — cent Stses iz ta eee 
Revised estimate. __ : sa as ‘ : wictecae? eae 
Increase in budget estimate_. ; oars cea etenaddeubad 640, 000 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 








1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
ne ial cian ee nknubabntbios $1, 760, 000 $2, 390, 000 $630, 000 
Supervision and administration..................-..-...-.---- 100, 000 110, 000 10, 000 
a i tl scl eeds 1, $60, 000 2, 500, 000 | 640, 000 


| 


Revised completion schedule 








! ! 
| 1959 budget | Revised estimate 
pceilielctmipdiivosh teak 4 $$} —--__-_____} ______ 

Substructure. ..............- Sal attains Race thee bahar ncaa ia iil May 1958. -_._. ical May 1958. 
Superstructure - ~ aninedianaudile a September 1959_...; August 1959. 
Removal of e xisting structures | April 1960___......| March 1960. 
Work by railroad forces (powerlines, waterlines, trac kwork, ‘sig- ee Ee ee | Do. 

nals, etc.). 
Entire Ns ti nnatininmndewen e ecenandeaionbedianiel ee! | Do. 





Location.—This bridge crosses Arthur Kill, a portion of the New York and New 
Jersey Channels navigation project, and connects Elizabeth, N. J., with Staten 
Island, N. Y. 

Authorization.—Act approved June 21, 1940 (Truman-Hobbs Act). 

Be } Not applicable. 





Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost neat $8, 160, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost : selene debccwtee | 1, 670, 000 
Cash contribution_ ----- . states ated se eaknedhts 0 
Other costs_. | 1,670, 000 

| 

| 

| 


Total estimated project costs - - - 9, 830, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 2, 800, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 - _ - 


1, 180, 000 


Appropriations to date --_- ss iart os ae nal 3, 980, 000 49 
Appropriations requested for fiscal ye ar Mg 59 bak ‘ 1, 860, 000 72 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 195 2, 320, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Bridge: 
Type: Vertical lift. 
Clearance: 
Vertical: 31 feet above mean high water closed, 135 feet above mean 
high water raised. 
Horizontal: 500 feet. 





| 
| Status (Jan. 1, 1958) | Completion sched- 
| ule 


Bridge alteration: 
Substructure 2 75 percent completed May 1958. 
Superstructure_ Steel rolling initiaced_.| September 1959. 
Removal of existing structures Not started April 1960. 
Work by railroad forces (powerlines, waterlines, track | 28 percent complet ted... Do. 
work, signals, etc.). | 
Entire project E aes 18 percent completed __| Do. 
' 


JUSTIFICATION 


The continued existence of the present bridge constitutes a threat to navigation 
on this waterway. The existing bridge crossing Arthur Kill is outmoded, and 
its limited clearance and location on a bend in the channel make for very hazardous 
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operation of the very large modern tankers transiting the channels. During the 

ast 24 years over 100 accidents are reported to have occurred at the bridge. 
Tits possible destruction by collision with one of these tankers would close the 
waterway until its removal could be accomplished. The threat of fire in the 
event of such a collision by a loaded tanker is real and would endanger one of 
the largest concentrations of petroleum refining and storage centers in the world. 
In addition, destruction of the bridge would close off the major transportation 
route and the only direct rail link between the mainland and Staten Island, a 
borough of the city of New York. With the altered bridge providing an opening 
of 500 feet, the bridge will be fully adequate for traffic on the waterway, and the 
hazards to navigation, industry, and transportation service removed. 

New work dredging presently in progress in Arthur Kill will result in provision 
of increased channel dimensions necessitated by the increasing size of petroleum 
tankers transiting the waterway. Failure to accomplish the replacement as 

roposed will aggravate and prolong the increasingly critical condition presented 
br the inadequacy of the present structure. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,860,000 will be applied to: 


Bridge alteration _ _- $1, 760, 000 
Supervision and administration. __- 100, 000 


Total 1, 860, 000 

Non-Federal costs—The cost to the bridge owners of complying with the 

require ments of the Truman-Hobbs Act is estimated at $1,670,000 and is for the 
bridge owner’s share of the cost of alteration. 

Local interests are also required to maintain and operate the altered bridge 
upon completion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated 
at $34,200. 

Status of local cooperation.—In complying with the provisions of the Truman- 
Hobbs Act, the bridge owners have provided necessary rights-of-way, under- 
taken construction of the substructure and awarded the contract for the super- 
structure. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate. 
mitted to Congress. 


No change from the latest estimate sub- 


pamary: construction propram (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 












































. om 
| | Total to Current | | Budget fis- F Balance to 
Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 | 1959 after fiscal 
| | year 1959 
| | i 
(1) | (2) | (3) (4) (5) (6) 
} | | ad serail 
Bridge alteration (Truman-Hobbs Act) .__| $9,540,000 | $1, 470,600 | $1,959,700 | $3, 669, 700 | $2, 440, 000 
Supervision and administration (Federal | | | 
only) alas ae bie 290, 000 53, 600 | 46, 400 100, 000 90, 000 
Total applied cost (Federal and non- 
Federal funds) _..............- 9, 830,000 | 1,524,200 | 2,006,100 | 3,769, 700 | 2, 530, 000 
Undistributed cost, none. 
Total project cost (Federal and non- rs rt | ie soa 2 
Womeres Beate). oo ces cninkne 9, 830,000 | 1,524,200 | 2,006,100 | 3,769,700 | 2,530,000 
Pending adjustments 3 | —100 100 ne aes 
Total cost Cipcenel and non-Federal 
funds) Sica 9, 830,000 | 1,524,100 | 2,006,200 | 3,769,700 | 2,530, 000 
Undelivered orders____.___-- ; 6 a a a 1, 826, 300 |—1, 826, 300 | 210, 000 —210, 000 
| — i— — | | -—— 
Total obligations --_-- me = ....| 3,350, 400 79, 900 3, 979,700 | 2,320, 000 
Federal share of total costs cee 8,160,000 | 1,266,800 | 1,663,200 | 2,700,000 | 2,530,000 
Non-Federal share of total costs--- -_..-- 1, 670, 000 257, 3 300 343, 000 1, 069, 7 700 
METHOD OF FINANCIN': (FEDERAL SHARE 7 | 
ONLY) 
Appropriations puivanesn shah | 2,800,000 | 1,180,000 |- 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_. A. a - “a 26, 500 ‘1 050, 000 salen 
aa a | -— — 
Total funds available for obligation _|-__- 2, 800, 000 1, 206, 500 |__-- | ‘ 
Appropriations requested. Si bdeaaneibdemesawobusnrewsdae eto 1, 860, 000 2, 320, 000 
| | 
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Mr. Cannon. The justifications indicate you expected to obligate 
only $179,000 this year and that you would carry over more than 
$1 million in 1959. Now you have revised this request and you are 
asking for $2.5 million in new funds instead of the $1,860,000 in the 
President’s budget. 

Colonel Renshaw, how firm are your plans to use this additional 
money by the end of the next fiscal year? Do you really think you 
will require all that additional money? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes; we really do. This work is done by the 
railroad company and its contractor. 

Mr. Cannon. The work will be done by the railroad company and 
paid for by the Federal Government? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. And you expect to spend the entire amount requested? 

Colonel RensHaw. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon. Any questions? 

Mr. Evins. What is the justification for the expenditure of Federal 
funds in providing a bridge for the benefit of the railroad? 

Colonel Rensnaw. Under the Truman-Hobbs Act the bridge owner 
pays for the entire depreciated cost of the old structure and in addi- 
tion he pays for such improvements or betterments in the new struc- 
ture that he will have over the old structure, and the Federal Govern- 
ment pays the rest. That is the law. We cannot alter that. When 
the Secretary declares a bridge is a hazard to navigation and orders 
it out, we must proceed according to the law. 

Mr. Evins. Who determines what will be the cost of the betterment 
that the railroad will bear? 

Colonel RensHaw. That is determined by negotiation between the 
Corps of Engineers and the railroad and subject to the approval of 
the Secretary. 

Mr. Evins. The betterment figure in this case is $1,670,000, that 
is the estimated non-Federal cost? 

Colonel Rensuaw. That is the total non-Federal cost, sir. 

Mr. Evins. That is all. 


NORFOLK & PORTSMOUTH BELT LINE RAILROAD BRIDGE, VIRGINIA 


Mr. Cannon. On the Norfolk & Portsmouth Belt Line Railroad 
bridge we will insert pages 44a through 48. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ALTERATION OF BRIDGES 
(TRUMAN-HOBBS ACT) 
ALTERATION OF NoRFOLK AND PortsmMouTH Bett LINE Rarroap BRIDGE, 
NorroLtk Harpor, Va. 
(Continuing) 

sid JING paplin wis GeO SH als aga en tS bincans ane Whdereinias Manet $240, 000 
pw biw etwas ceeeacn in Sas Sows webb teweee Baaey 240, 000 

0 


Budget estimate 
Revised estimate 


The increase will be applied as follows: 








1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
a ee si oe ict nee ail $230, 000 $230, 000 0 
Supervision and administration.........................--.--- 10, 000 10, 000 0 
as | 
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Revised completion schedule 








1959 budget Revised estimate 
AID MRONODR. 6 ite picndidocacutibiinisstethlinncdbbisbndbddecdiitebnd October 1958_.__-_- October 1958. 
Superstructure..........- August 1958___.._- August 1958, 
Removal of old bridge October 1958... __. October 1958. 








Location.—The Norfolk and Portsmouth Belt Line Railroad bridge crosses 
the Southern Branch of the Elizabeth River 2 miles above the junction with the 
Eastern Branch and about 1,350 feet downstream from the highway toll bridge 
connecting Portsmouth and South Norfolk, Va. 

Authorization.— Act of June 21, 1940 (Truman-Hobbs Act). 

Benefit-cost ratio — Not applicable. 


Summarized financial data 











Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost........-..._- maigicdenth cca ssid Renanatdimeiee iat DE i cockukonesexau 
eens GIePer eNO WONG Lotsa neha coil i ateecckasiscsdanduusktes ee eee 
Cash contribution................... id bie te dts hice ntbseniee Mein dnthes e 
a i a le Eerie ne eine ea eed ceed SOB Bin wtp dda 
El et I aR aR it lt lp IIA Se Re oa oncnaeee ane 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_____- Rie ws atl bse tet bites Olden biel ed Re 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958__.............-.------.----..----------- | eA ate 
I eee 2, 100, 000 90 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959___._.____..-__._.--..-__-._-- 240, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959___.._..............------.------- | 0 ne : 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Vertical lift span: 383 feet long. 
Horizontal clearance: 300 feet. 
Vertical clearances: 
Fully raised: 145 feet above mean low water. 
Lowered: 14.5 feet above mean low water. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) Completion schedule 
a of substructure of new | Cem NNB sodas cteceens Entire project, October 1958. 
ridge. | 
eo of superstructure of new 20 percent complete...) Superstructure, August 1958. 
ridge, 
Removal of old bridge................... Not started. .......... Removal of old bridge, October 1958. 


! 





JUSTIFICATION 


Under existing conditions there is the grave possibility of accidents to vessels 
transiting this bridge and the highway bridge next upstream. The current hazards 
result from the narrow openings of the swing span of the railroad bridge and the 
misalinement and proximity with the highway bridge. Adverse weather condi- 
conditions and the possibility of operational failure of vessels or tugs increase the 
hazards. Major accidents are detrimental in blocking vessel traffic on the Southern 
Branch 35-foot channel, seriously affecting naval and commercial shipping activi- 
ties in the port of Norfolk. Important Navy terminals, including the St. Julian 
Ammunition Depot are located upstream from the bridge; 28 companies, includ- 
ing 7 major oil companies and 11 fertilizer companies, are located upstream 
from the bridge and are operationally dependent upon the use of vessels in foreign 
and coastwise trade. In 1956, the commercial traffic through the bridge totaled 
8,574 passages by vessels transporting 4,766,000 tons of commerce. 

Previous major accidents involving this bridge, which occurred in 1939 and 1943, 
caused damages totaling $440,000 to the highway bridge next upstream and from 
partial to total blocking of the channel. Since 1943, 51 minor accidents have 
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occurred at the railroad bridge, resulting in damages totaling about $45,000. 
Extraordinary precautions, i. e., special pilot service and additional tugs, have 
been used for many years to facilitate movements of large ships through the rail- 
road bridge and the highway bridge next upstream, representing an additional 
annual cost of $300,000 to shipping interests. Supertankers, 542 feet long, 
75 feet beam, and drawing 34 feet are now being moved through the existing 
obstructive bridge with great difficulty and effort, with such movements accom- 
plished only under the most favorable conditions. 

Another important benefit which will result from the alteration of the bridge 
is the ability of hopper dredges to perform maintenance dredging on the 35-foot 
channel in the Southern Branch. Because of the hazards of operating large hopper 
dredges through the narrow and misaligned drawspan of the bridge, dredging 
must be largely accomplished with a bucket dredge until such time as the bridge 
is altered. Based upon average annual channel fill of 146,000 cubic yards, it is 
estimated that the annual saving to the Federal Government by using a hopper 
dredge for maintenance rather than bucket dredge would amount to about 
$100,000. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $240,000 will be applied as follows: 


Bridge alteration _ __ 7 r cs - i. $230, 000 
Supervision and administration = ea : 10, 000 


Total Sue ewe 266 


The funds requested are necessary to complete the project. 

Non-Federal costs —The cost to local interests (bridge owner) pursuant to the 
Truman-Hobbs Act is estimated at $390,000. 

Maintenance of the completed structure will be performed by and at the ex- 
pense of the bridge owner. The annual cost of maintenance is estimated at $15,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—In complying with the provisions of the Truman- 
Hobbs Act, the bridge owner has acquired the necessary lands and rights-of-way, 
completed construction of the bridge substructure, and contracted for construction 
of the superstructure. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 





Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 } 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
a a a a ial iio hilt ei te cea 
Bridge alterations (Truman-Hobbs Act) _-| $2, 620, 000 | $359, 500 | $1, 990, 500 OO O00 ssid 
Supervision and administration (Federal | | 

CU as See sci ehidininidscomanl 110, 000 | 15, 500 84, 500 | OED iesciccicciwm 
ES ee ee 2, 730, 000 | 375,000 | 2,075,000 SOR GSO le. isdcu 


niles dbhindallinipiee- edie .-|--.---------| 1,732,000 |—1, 732, 000 | 


an py dunn ctemacniel. ae | 343, 000 | t 3) ere 
Federal share of total cost_................| 2,340,000 | 321,100 | 1,778, 900 | . J Se 
Non-Federal share of total cost dha 390, 000 | 53, 900 | 296, 100 | OOO Vico see nt case 
Method of financing (Federal! share only): } 
il nm coliniinnn | 1,800,000 | 300, 000 |... sip glhtiann lesascnr conse 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_|_......-..-.}..--.----.-.]---- Fm aunilin Pc ethkicamak baile aaatcmeeacals 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_|_........--- Ne Re Baan sdb aed Siddeiaauee ib 
Total funds available for obligation._..|............} 1,800,000 304, 500 |....-- edt Osck ke eee 
EE So. aici omighguapann inden mdiice Riis ieainieSinadul ebb tepltCianmipie | 240, 000 


Mr. Cannon. Any questions on this? 
Mr. Evins. No questions. 
Mr. Taner. I guess not. 
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CUMBERLAND, MD. AND RIDGELEY, W. VA. 


Mr. Cannon. On the Cumberland, Md., and Ridgeley, W. Va., 
local protection projects, insert pages 49a through 55. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


CUMBERLAND, Mp., aNp Ripeeuey, W. Va. 














(Continuing) 
Budget estimate. « .s west ed. chacedd ald eepohesel im Fob ues $2, 011, 000 
movined eptimate. . - 3. 5.22 cla SR eee ces . 1, 751, 000 
Decrease in- budget estimate: 8 oc0cisic siiweb eid se Cosme news 1 260, 000 
1 Equivalent amount advanced in fiscal year 1958 to meet existing contract commitments. 
Revised amount will be distributed as follows: 
1959 Revised Change 
| budget estimate | 
Continue scquisition of lands..................-....<...-.<-se- | $17, 500 $17, 500 0 
Oontinue raliroad relocations. .......ncneunecsencescccsssvcetsece 683, 900 553, 900 | — $130, 000 
Continue channel improvements..............-..-....--.-.-.- 1, 127, 100 997, 100 | — 130, 000 
Complete levees and flood walls..............................- | 23, 100 23, 100 | 6 
penn INI RII... 1 in saniliatninstelaptaisigntinnsseghieeunilieticrenessiblonine: 6, 400 6, 400 0 
Supervision and administration............................-.- 153, 000 153, 000 | 0 
IAL |. b.claih i nncacismnipainiitababichsaniainenla chaiecticalimpediaaananietial 2,011, 000 1, 751, 000 | — 260, 000 








Lands and damages. -- 
Relocations_. 
Dams... 
Channels: 
Wills Creek, section 1 ¥ 
Wills Creek, sections 2 and 3_- 
Wills Creek, section 4 os 
Potomac River, section 1... 
Potomac River, section 2__- 
Levees and floodwalls..._- 
Pumping plants > 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities. .- 
Entire project. - 


eS | Complete. . 


Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget 


March 1959_ 
| February 1959_.. 


é do. od 
| December 1958__ 
November 1958 
| Complete_. 
December 1958. 
aa 
June 1958. ___- 


Soe Complete - -- 


| March 1959__.- 


Revised estimate 


December 1958. 
November 1958. 


| Complete. 


Do. 


November 1958. 


Do. 
Complete. 
September 1958. 

Do. 

June 1958. 
Complete. 


| December 1958. 


Location.—Allegany County, Md., and Mineral County, W. Va., along Wills 
Creek and North Branch of Potomac River, 21 miles above the junction of the 
North Branch and South Branch, which form the Potomac River. 

Authorization.—1936, 1938, and 1946 Flood Control Act. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 


Estimated Federal cost__- 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contributions ___ 
Other costs _— 
Total estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 
Appropriations to date --_ es ink 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__ 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 


Summarized financial data 


| 
} 
| Amount 
j 
| 


‘ $15, 150, 000 


2, 900, Of 


2, 900, OF 
8, 050, Of 
1, 139, Of 
2, 000, OF 
3, 139, OF 
2. 


2, 011, 000 


| Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


0 

0 

0 
 |_ 

”) 

0 ne ee 
0 87 





fi 
: 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 15 feet. 
Length: 13,000 feet. 
Floodwalls: 
Average height: 14 feet. 
Length: 1,600 feet. 
Relocations: 
Western Maryland Railway: 0.50 mile. 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad: 0.25 mile. 
Western Maryland Railway bridge. 
Dam: Reconstruction of existing industrial dam. 
Channels: 
Improvement 1.7 miles along North Branch, Potomac River. 
Improvement, 1.6 miles along Wills Creek. 
Pumping plants: 3 pumping plants with attendant interceptor sewers. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 














| Percent Completion 
schedule 

anaes Gente. . a eh te nddigenbhuied amas wnekinea neste has duets 71 | March 1959. 
ae eee ‘ pciallie tN Ee mea aid 2 | February 1959, 
Re co Lane BE co a eike odes shi i Deanne clas cncnee ally neheeg i ducarciacitooceichedad 100 
Channels: 

Wills Creek, section 1-___-- > iia asics dace diatshaaiaadantakep dei iniaiaciaal 100 

Wills Creek, sections 2 and 3 aad diced a a a 72 | December 1958. 

Wills Creek, section 4- __--- ae cee = uabiieeedadicgigiinc setae 66 | November 1958. 

Potomac River, section 1-- pennies Dtiadh. catka eck e eked 100 

Potomac River, section 2--_--_---- ss a aia ica aia 46 | December 1958. 
Levees and floodwalls. ___- a 5 lias 5d dolcacealeenianestes 96 Do. 
Pumping plants sian Panna deena nd nana 89 | June 1958. 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities. __- Tainan an akimatiimiamagetene 100 
Entire project................ cdbdndeswedsciee nde $e dade dckh 2 79 | March 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect the principal business, industrial, and residential areas 
of Cumberland, Md., and Ridgeley, W. Va., against recurring floods on the North 
Branch of the Potomac River and Wills Creek. ‘The floods of 1924 and 1936 
caused damages amounting to $4,000,000 and $2,364,000, respectively. A recur- 
rence of the 1924 and 1936 floods, under present conditions of development in 
the flood plain, would cause damages estimated at $13,300,000 and $8,280,000, 
respectively. Annual flood-control benefits for the project are estimated at 
$1,050,000. Completion of the project at an early date is needed to prevent 
recurring flood losses. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,011,000 will be applied to— 


Continue acquisition of lands__-__- ae ae trate ance lees Saw capt ia $17, 500 
nN rE I a ti Dw cies eral haw ia agdidee mie 683, 900 


Continue channel improvements... _- sia Tie dese eet Se arn pl as Otel is Sokve alone 1, 127, 100 
Complete levees and flood walls. -.........---------------------- 23, 100 
Engineeri ‘ing and design ___-- wae) Autinntte ads be ic RRR ERE enc sis 6, 400 
Supervision and administr: MR nicki ica caceanenannns a aie ae tegnarons 153, 000 

SI NII ak day rc ik “ufc SNE sk cc gh IR a i sn cdc nb sicew oo ow om, 2, 011, 000 


The requested amount provides for the completion of the project. 
Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $2,900,000 as follows: 


I ta dtaleianesiicaticumen $1, 050, 000 
Reccatien Of Utilities, sewers, 6t0_..... 2 932, 000 
Industrial dam________-_-_- palniieabition maka awash 235, 000 
prsaees (a)... 2... sits ieee ears corn ate on Sen ey fy Sar ener 683, 000 








PE Gwen austen cwewabakebakadwaaniedetee tank 2, 900, 000 
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Of this amount, the city of Cumberland has expended to date approximately 
$2,800,000 for the acquisition of lands, the reconstruction of the industrial dam, 
the relocations of utilities and sewers, and the reconstruction of highway bridges. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $44,000. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of $198,000 for 
the construction of flood control works prior to initiation of construction of the 
authorized Federal improvement. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Cumberland, Md., and the town of 
Ridgeley, W. Va., have given assurances that all requirements of local cooperation 
will be supplied. Rights-of-way have been furnished as required for construction 
performed to date. Approximately 97 percent of the total project requirement 
has already been met, and the balance for project completion is expected to be 
available by the end of fiscal year 1958. Thus far, local interests have expended 
approximately $2,800,000 for lands and required modifications of utilities and 
bridges and have accepted maintenance of completed portions of the project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$15,150,000 is an increase of $450,000 over the latest estimate ($14,700,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Rising prices account for $30,000 of this increase, design 
changes for $307,000, receipt of bids and costs of completed work for $63,000 and 
an adverse court decision in a condemnation proceeding for $50,000. 





Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages. ..................-..- $460, 000 $320, 900 $61, 600 ere 
a8 aetna aldigamsrafhigmcind 1, 111, 000 12, 000 335, 300 Fe GO Ratiicis + Deient~< 
BI a kn th Lo ekehstieracatantadial ide winwied 707, 000 BON ieliek bile dhalomndwdddtat Rudo awecbtacn 
EE eee eee 6, 986,000 | 3,893,300} 1,965,600 | 1,127,100 |_......_____ 
Levees and floodwalls..............-.--... 878, 000 742, 100 112, 800 PE Sct meaaniwe 
iy: SS ee ee 908, 000 436, 400 STE Bic cciting 5=2 16b60 enn doo 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities__._..__._. 1, 871, 000 Dt Bie nsttiiesteccoaiitecdusasetesadnets 
Engineering and design__...--- ecimagieiiaesd 1, 109, 000 1, 084, 600 18, 000 Greet. ce 
Supervision and administration. --.......--. 1, 120, 000 786, 000 181, 000 153, 000 


Total costs (Federal funds only) ----- 15, 150,000 | 9,853,300 | 3,145,900 | 2, 150,800 |........._.. 
SRT CIO iis wii cnscceannceceswebammamcanemeal 1, 263, 800 ;—1, 123,800 | —140, 000 |__....._._-- 
FE ED, Se dictiicwncnccuccselbsubbenaces 11,117,100 | 2,022,100 | 2,010,800 |............ 
ed 

Method of financing: 
La xs ts senvtgencmcoeiinn sah lime amination EA SE ee Sa Oe Bitcctcittirehescwescaiese 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_}_..........- —22, 100 FEE Biba iictslcnenncnnsunt 
Total funds available for obligation..|_.........-. WE SEE, BOE Fee Bi sincctireticcite no bcetchniaademeeene 
RO PEGE 8 5 55 n p in in a pln ib bh bbe oben best SOR b..d.sddeee = 


Mr. Cannon. The justifications explain why there has been an 
increase of $450,000 in the estimated cost of this project, and yet you 
are reducing the amount requested for 1959 by $260,000. What is 
the reason for that reduction of $260,000? 

Colonel Renshaw. We reduced our request by that amount, Mr. 
Chairman, because during 1958 we received funds transferred from 
other projects to this project and we will no longer need the $260,000 
in 1959. Funds were transferred, within the 15-percent limitation, 
from other projects to this project, sir. 








92 


Mr. Cannon. Last year you amended the 1958 budget to reduce 
this request on the basis that the original request could not be effi- 
ciently spent. Apparently, you were a little overpessimistic last year? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. We gave back $500,000 last year, but 
we need some of it back this year. 


DESIGN CHANGES 


Mr. Cannon. What are the design changes that have increased the 
cost of this project $307,000? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Additional channel paving near the juncture of 
Wills Creek and the Potomac. We found soft soil conditions, so that 
we had to pave it. That accounted for $133,000. 

A bridge over the river had to be replaced by a new one because the 
curvature was wrong and it was less expensive to replace it than correct 
it. That cost was $48,000. 

Extending the bridge piers down through mud to a firm rock 
foundation cost $80,000. 

Then, because we had to switch the centerline of our channel over 
in order to meet the requirements of preserving the C. & O. Canal, it 
cost us $46,000. 

Mr. Cannon. And those changes were unavoidable? 

Colonel RensHaw. Yes, sir. They were unavoidable. 


LAND ACQUISITION 


Mr. Cannon. You also had an adverse court decision which in- 
creased the cost $50,000? 

Colonel RensHaw. Yes, sir. We had to take the athletic field 
away from a high school. 

Mr. Cannon. And you had to reimburse the high school? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Was some legal question involved? 

Colonel RensHaw. Yes. Our appraisers put a very low value on 
that land, but, since the school had to go some distance out and pay 
this amount to get a new field, the court held that the Government 
would have to pay the replacement amount. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


ENDICOTT, JOHNSON CITY, AND VESTAL, N. Y. 


Mr. Cannon. On the Endicott, Johnson City, and Vestal, N. Y., 
item, we will insert pages 56a through 62. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 
ENnpicotr, JOHNSON Crry, AND VeEstTaL, N. Y. 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate_________- Or OSE Dac Teer A Oe $1, 000, 000 
Revised estimate ____- (Wesco... deplete sie ewe 1, 700, 000 
Seen teinet enblininte.. = cg. hetnen cdslecin’ dobiweiters 700, 000 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 





























1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
a 

Endicott unit, complete construction of levees and fiood walls | | 

under a continuing contract... ._...........--..--.--..--.- $40, 000 $40, 000 0 
West Endicott unit, continue construction of levees, drainage 

facilities, and excavation of cutoff channel under a contin- 

ENS SO ee a ee ae 650, 000 650, 000 0 
Westover, Part II unit, ‘initiate a continuing contract for con- 

struction of levees and drainage facilities. ................... 70, 000 | 200, 000 $130, 000 
Vestal unit, initiate a continuing contract for construction of | 

levees and drainage facilities, and channel excavation and 

clearing _- ; Sn dbtead at Mscd 145, 000 680, 000 535, 000 
Engineering and design ed 5, 000 5, 000 0 
Supervision and administration___._._..........-.....---.--- 90, 000 125, 000 35, 000 

—— ns j _ 
ER ee het one So kee oo iancindenerathatansnamaalaneaaee 1, 000, 000 1, 700, 000 700, 000 
Revised es schedule 
| 
1959 budget Revised estimate 

5 


Westover part I unit 


February 1958___- 


March 1958. 


Endicott unit __- ; whe pitoctenet | August 1958__.._._| August 1958, 


Westover part II unit 


West Endicott unit 
Vestal unit_- 
Entire project_ -- 


June 1960_.._.__- 
December 1959__ 
December 1960__ 


June 1960. 

December 1959. 

December 1960. 
Do. 


Location.—On the North Branch of the Susquehanna River approximately 195 
miles above the confluence with the West Branch at Sunbury, Pa., and about 


320 miles above the mouth of the Susquehanna River at Havre de Grace, Md., 


which is at the head of Chesapeake Bay. 
Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—2.9 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


























Accumulated 
|} Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 

Estimated Federal cost a | 96 300 BOG hs 6. ese. 3a 
oe EE on van en eaten edineiadinieteiieaes | 1, 419, 000 fa wots arms winoeeners 
Cash contribution - 0 | = 

Other costs 1, 419, 000 |__._-- 
Total estimated project cost __- : 7, 519, 000 |....-_-- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 ' ; —— a 1, 060, 000 | .. 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 _ - . -- . 4 a 1, 400, 000 | en 
Appropriations to date _- - 2, 460, 000 | 40 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959 | 1, 000, 000 57 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959____......-..--.----- .& | eee 
1 
Physical data 
ai daeaiphbis * , ake i . 
| Endicott West | Vestal | Westover 
| Endicott | 
Levees: | | 
pe height in feet._.__- Pan agctaneaawtdll 16 | 15 12 | 16 
O_o a De eS 3, 204 | 8, 565 15, 365 | 11, 783 
Concrete walls: Length in feet_.._...---------- | 236 |...... aioe 201 | 235 
fo 8 4 RUE eS eee I a cdiasinniiecinagalaciii | 11,815 | 22,138 | 2 500 
$ 5, 500 3 4, 057 
Appurtenant work: | 
Draiiage structures........................ 5 4 9 8 
SPOUT sais. cskcecdeds Cdecolcpalpctoocucaccacs 1 1 3 





1 Cutoff. 
3 New. 
# Clearing. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 





| | cats ee 
i ig ns chiiddpnnctrsansnnanwde Hee OO RN iy 54 | August 1958. 
cep chhbdilinncacecennecestwatonsnsawe henttth enclihinta 87 | February 1958. 
0 | Eee eee besa esis 0 | June 1960. 


Ne le TRE LOT SES PRET NT oe 0 December 1959. 
oe cn, oA Ce Ah, wanes dine ncniodphuiiniaeseetnn mands 0 | December 1960. 
Entire project ..._..- dhiethddtsbacdoensnpecnene tbe duandaianb dual 27 | Do. 





JUSTIFICATION 


Since preparation of the survey report in 1948, the Endicott, Westover, Vestal 
area has grown with the general population increase. Existing industries have 
increased production; new industries have located in the area; considerable 
residential building has occurred, particularly in Vestal and along Nanticoke 
Creek in West Endicott; and highway, commercial, and other civic and private 
expansion has taken place. The trend of development can be expected to continue 
and it is anticipated that the authorized project will have a decided influence on 
the region’s economy by the elimination of the serious flood problem. Since 
1865, 19 major floods have been reported in the area. The greatest flood of 
modern record (1936) flooded developed areas in Endwell, in the central section 
of Endicott and West Endicott, and along the North Branch Susquehanna River 
in Vestal, where almost the entire developed area was covered. Flood damages 
for the 1936 occurrence are estimated at about $3.4 million. Subsequent to 
1936, 3 major floods occurred of which the 1948 flood caused about $2.0 million 
in damages at current prices. The project provides protection against a design 
flow of 126,000 cubic feet per second, and will be equivalent to that already 
provided for the neighboring city of Binghamton. 

This area has a very serious flood problem and early completion of the project 
is essential to prevent serious recurring flood damages to the affected communities 
having a population of about 95,000 people. It has been estimated that re- 
currence of flood conditions today will cause a loss in payroll and production 
close to $1 million a day. The possible loss of life and danger to health, as well 
as losses in payroll and plant, warrants immediate protection for this area. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1 million will be applied to: 


Endicott unit: Complete construction of levees and flood walls under 


I I as oo a cull emai ch a bran Oi Gon cce ao aiden ie sees $40, 000 
West Endicott unit: Continue construction of levees, drainage facili- 

ties and excavation of a cutoff channel under a continuing contract... 650, 000 
Westover pt. II unit: Initiate a continuing contract for construction 

Gene aad Gens seetee. . ee ee oe os ett 70, 000 


Vestal unit: Initiate a continuing contract for construction of levees 


and drainage facilities, and channel excavation and clearing_-_-___- 145, 000 
RNIN CU ons nS oe Sct dieaeilohoubos ucc dts meson 5, 000 
Supervision and administration---.-.................-..-..-...-. 90, 000 

We RP bs cesaees oss deecsrbcnas ee ee 1, 000, 000 


The recommended program for fiscal year 1959 will provide substantial incre- 
mental benefits by eliminating flood damages in the Endicott area and will permit 
advancement of other project works toward overall completion by December 1960. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $1,419,000 broken down as 
follows: 


II cco sn sind ds ga as cig RIN a cis sno vn nicer Sac no at core $346, 000 
NT NN a tit Ss ge aba wma tas cies ee 194, 000 
Pn: CORI TN na wniniieindwi dite hawk wnenvnchencas ad 879, 000 

Poise nk suvbn nc cebt Ene caweedasdsecceeeush 1, 419, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $20,900. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation for the project 
were executed by the State of New York on September 21, 1956. The village of 
Endicott has also adopted a resolution assuming responsibility for construction 
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of municipally owned utilities, and has initiated construction work by contract 
for utility relocations in the Endicott area. Necessary lands for the first two 
units of the project at Endicott and Westover part I have been acquired. Nego- 
tiations for necessary lands for the remainder of project are in progress and it is 
anticipated that all rights-of-way will be made available as required for construc- 
tion operations. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$6,100,000 is an increase of $1 million over the latest estimate of $5,100,000 (July 
1956) submitted to Congress. An increase of $858,000 is based on design modifi- 
cations including extensions and adjustments in plan of protection for new develop- 
ments in the area, and an increase of $42,000 reflects reestimated unit costs based 
on prevailing prices including bids received. In addition, an increase of $100,000 
was based on reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature cal 


year complete 
1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 


(5) (6) 


——.s-_— | SS 





Channels 
Levees and flood walls 
Engineering and design ._-.-......-.------- : 5, 000 10, 000 
Supervision and administration 380, 000 ; 90, 000 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 
Wedisirinused efet...................... - 


Total project cost (Federal funds 





Total cost (Federal funds only) 
Undelivered orders 


Total obligations 


SS ee ee » 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


I hl a al a 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_....|.......-...- 
Unobligated carryover from prior year. 


Total funds available for obligation__|__..._.._._- | ee eee sere ewe 
Appropriations required ; 








Mr. Cannon. Tell us why this project has gone up from $5.1 
million last year to $6.1 million—an increase of $1 million. Why the 
necessity for that increase? 

Colonel Rensuaw. We have added protection to four additional 
areas that were not included in the original design, and that cost us 
$858,000. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the extent of those areas? 

Colonel Rensuaw. There were four different areas, sir. 

In the Oakdale-Westover area we added levees to protect a resi- 
dential and a commercial area. 

In the West Endicott, Vestal, and Twin Orchard areas we added 
levees to give additional protection. 

Mr. Cannon. Why is the local interest cost $1,419,000 compared 
to $1,036,000 last year? 

Colonel Rensuaw. When we extend our work they have to pay more 
to relocate their utilities and roads and so on. 

Mr. Cannon. It costs them more than it does us, then? 
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Colonel RensHaw. Percentagewise, that is right. 

Mr. Cannon. Even with the higher estimated cost of the project 
this year, you now calculate the benefit-cost ratio will be 2.9 to 1 
whereas it was only 1.62 to 1 last year. There must be new factors of 
considerable consequence involved to effect a change to that extent. 
What are the new factors? 

Colonel RensHaw. When we extended the levees to give additional 
protection we almost doubled the benefits we got out of the projects. 

Mr. Cannon. It is puzzling to us why we must continue to make 
changes in the original estimates. Why cannot the original estimates 
be made with more care and accuracy and avoid coming in here a 
year later for additional funds for needs that should have been ascer- 
tained and included in the original estimate? 

Colonel RensHaw. Mr. Chairman, under the authority the Chief 
of Engineers has, when, during the course of design or construction 
of one of these projects we find that a new area has developed which 
requires protection, the Chief, within certain limits, is authorized to 
approve extensions or additions where the incremental benefits are 
greater than the incremental costs. 

Mr. Cannon. Those conditions cannot be foreseen? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Not in a new, fast-growing area, very often 
they cannot. 

Mr. Taser. I wanted to ask 1 or 2 questions. 

I understand this flood wall will protect the territory to the tune of 
a flow of water of 126,000 cubic feet per second; is that correct? 

Colonel RensHaw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What is the greatest flood of record? 

Colonel Rensuaw. The greatest flood of record is 107,000 cubic 
feet per second. 

Mr. Taser. Is there any freeboard on top of the 126,000 that would 
be available? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir; there would be some freeboard. 

Mr. Taser. How much? Three feet, is it not? 

Colonel Rensuaw. I am not sure whether it is 3 feet in this case 
or not. 

Mr. Taser. Is that approximately correct? 

Colonel Jounson. Yes; that is approximately correct. 

Mr. Taser. And that would carry perhaps another 10,000 cubic 
feet per second? 

Colonel Jounson. It probably would, but would be in a dangerous 
zone. 

Mr. Taser. What additional flow equivalent protection over the 
design flow of 126,000 cubic feet per second is provided by the exist- 
ing reservoirs? 

Colonel RensHaw. With those 2 reservoirs being in operation, it 
it would be 140,000. 

Mr. Taser. I think that is all I have. 


ALLENTOWN, LEHIGH RIVER, PA. 


Mr. Cannon. On the Allentown, Lehigh River, Pa., item, we will 
insert pages 63a through 68. 
(The material referred to follows:) 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION (FLOOD 
CONTROL) 


ALLENTOWN, Pa., Loca Protection 


(Continuing) 





























Budget estimate_____.__.__-- Ce Secale eee ee ses o. B $700, 000 
Revised estimate - - __- a SBERY RI I ste uj | 3S; 
Increase in budget estimate_______-_ a SES SEE SUE Ineo, Jost) tes on 3 0 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
— - = 7 - > j — - | — —_ 
1959 budget | Revised Increase 
estimate | 
a ciminii = iinet ioe le — di 
Continue channel excavation, and construction of training 
NE id crave scnruiars woe haces 4 ae oeritse sana tities annie | $570, 000 | $570, 000 | 0 
Complete construction of levee and drainage facilities. .......- | 64, 000 64, 000 | 0 
ITED SY GIN oo iin vid cemnecnaceavercaapiemspoaceetan | 3, 000 3, 000 | 0 
Supervision and administration -..........-......-..-......-.- 63, 000 | 63, 000 | 0 
[ee al | 
shag cansnng sap aaa Shore } 700,000} 700,000 |.........._... 
i | | 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
IE CS a S.aictn nd on puniGah hight nuindikninnaeaetaie eetieanneiit June 1960._........ June 1960. 
Levees and dike__._..- daddn CULES bd wiktalb hla Sih eilin sibs September 1958....| September 1958. 
Entire project. ._.....- aayp tbh agit iesndedato=55 th snaptemeael June 1960.......... June 1960. 


Location.—Allentown is located in Lehigh County on the Lehigh River, 17 miles 
above its mouth and 60 miles below Bear Creek Reservoir 

Authorization.—1946 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1 for Lehigh River system, 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
| 








estimated 
Federal cost 
| 
eiesees Vodou evtt.... .) 6c hb 2 ea tose oss | CR hs ic ccnaeiees 
etienatnd mom Pederal c08bsus 5... nendd< new nasndadiiebdlacaabansnencena SK 000 52S 
Sees GOPENO, .. | ee ce... dee SESE... a RSE nomabeanees sees 0 Sa eee 
DE a es eS ae Sera 4 fe ee eee 
Se SN UNOS. CIN ating canrtiiwnawensmnrnanateiiaanbiangebaem ts a y Se OOO Pe es 
eB) 8 ee ee aan se ae oe | Re bine tiiauelinn 
Apereeriations fer Geeal your 2008... ...<s. dhika dain 2.0 6 ndsn bs hatin od--0<--s-s- | SGU, G00 To ces anndideanes= 
RICE OD GORD o. i. dda ok « once die odd nn ccntitintdbiehkoobencameianed 530, 000 24 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959___..............-----..----- coe 700, 000 56 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_ ......................-...------- 980, 000 |..........6 tanta = 





PHYSICAL DATA 

Channel relocation: 8,700 feet. 
Levees and dike: 2,300 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1958): Construction not started. 
Completion schedule: 

Channel relocation: June 1960. 

Levees and dike: September 1958. 

Entire project: June 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Allentown project is an integral unit of the Lehigh River Basin plan, which 
also includes Bear Creek Reservoir and the local protective works at Bethlehem. 
This project, supplemented by upstream reservoir control, is designed to provide 
the optimum of protection to approximately 350 acres of commercial, industrial, 
and residential properties within the city limits of Allentown. About 80 percent 
of this area is occupied by commercial and industrial establishments, the balance 


i i i ll 
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by utilities and residences. There are approximately 30 large industries, 50 
small-business . establishments, 200 residences and 5 hotels within the area. 
Industries within the flood plain manufacture miscellaneos products, consisting 
mostly of machinery, steel products, and textiles. The population of Allentown 
is 106,200 (1950 census). 

The flood of August 1955 caused damages amounting to $1,690,000 in Allen- 
town. It is estimated that $1,100,000 of these damages would have been pre- 
vented had the Bear Creek Reservoir and the Allentown project been in operation. 

Fiscal year 1959.— The requested amount of $700,000 will be used to: 


Continue channel excavation and construction of training dike____-___ $570, 000 
Complete construction of levee and drainage facilities_......._______ 64, 000 
Engineering and design____ eo peasy exe CAE dp cette win: be csit a) ie tPracetcni ne 3, 000 
Supervision end administration.._..-.....-.......-.---.---.._._.- 63, 000 

I hn Wiis Ss isin tino hare So te ee Ec Ee Li 700, 000 


The funds requested are necessary to continue construction at a rate which 
will provide for completion in fiscal year 1960 as scheduled. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the project is estimated at $53,000, itemized as follows: 


Lands and damages-__-------- Siete is ade ebhiien PRES gh ati dha Beha $7, 000 
No on ke cD wed a ECs ands dence secon ncoe 32, 000 
ct ads bce eene anemic swale eewwcinecwe winds 5, 000 
Supervision and administration___-.-.........------------------ eee 9, 000 

es id sch, Ei cinss ice has netaret cere el mata a ni Gleb ale wes w oes 53, 000 


Status of local cooperation.—The assurances of local cooperation from the city 
of Allentown were accepted on September 27, 1957. The State has advised the 
city it will furnish funds not exceeding $26,000 and the city council voted to assume 
the remaining cost. : 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 
































Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 

Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

qi) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
—$_ — pm ——_——————|}—————_————— 
Oh nde tawpcnecseee $1, 726, 000 0 $47, 000 $706, 000 $973, 000 
eter ee, | 106,000 | od | 72000] 98,000 0 
ineering and design 79, 50, ’ , 000 4, 200 
Saworvisiom and administration...-------- 200,000 | 17,000 7,200} 93,000 82" 800 
lied cost (Federal funds 
Sn sas 2,210,000 | 167,600} $2,400} 900,000} 1,060, 000 
Total project cost (Federal funds only).---) 2, 210, 000 167, 600 82, 400 900, 000 1, 060, 000 
Pending adjustments------------- paeeenens SA OE Seta - None |-.-......--. +7--+--------]------------ 
t (Federal funds only) -.- -| 2,210, 000 167, 600 82, 400 900, 000 1, 060, 000 
ade. Pcl caedanaes 12,400 | 137,600} —70,000| 80, 000 
Total obligations. --...--------------|------------ 180, 000 220, 000 830, 000 980, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
; ecienaconanatalacedeeannaadts 220, 000 350, 000 }__ 

jations ------------- > ’ pW [~~ nnn nnn en] nnn e ee 
Serr enent transfer since July 1, 1956.---..|.......----- | <@RGee L.._.......cudlioton Acialcosas 
Unobligated carryover from prior year--.-.|-----------. wen-nes-2--- 0 BBO, OUD. becnesik a... 
Total funds available for obligation---.---- [oaaHerecenan 180, 000 AY Lact Ree inessa linia cal 


Appropriation required -----.-------------- |------------]------------|----------2- 700, 000 980, 000 





Mr. Cannon. That situation requires no discussion here. 
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BEAR CREEK RESERVOIR, PA. 


Mr. Cannon. On Bear Creek Reservoir, Pa., we will insert pages 
69a through 74. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Bear Creek Reservoir, Pa. 


(Continuing) 
I ONGEMNND 8 osc a ttn Shae edad ora mere oie ee $1, 740, 000 
VEN GUINNOUS so cccec cc ssccdccccwaetccccuasncscccécauasauud 1, 740, 000 
Tenens in Dudact cepliimetecs < <5 caciak so hallnd cde db ne dtlddu sickness 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 











1959 budget | Revised | Increase 
estimate 
| | - 
ee $55, 000 $55, 000 0 
Continue construction of the embankment, — ay, intake 
tower and appurtenances. -.._......_-- earn 1, 520, 000 1, 520, 000 0 
Engineering and design_ Bd Seca ccthscitetedadey RE BS 40, 000 40, 000 0 
Supervision and OMANI gi snd ccnic anion | 125, 000 125, 000 0 





WR soseoson| 1, 740, 000 | 1, 740, 000 0 





Revised completion schedule 








1959 budget Revised estimate 
PALS LAE LAIR LE OLE LOLA AR et eS June 1960. ........ March 1960. 
INC, 4 coss cid enavel tgs baontraardiioneatichon an treleadienedaieditaemaaee April 1958__......- May 1958. 
EEE RE eee ra lta ele Reece cere OETA a 
PD DOUGING .. cS ebinn ota dbo citintttintantinsimshindainstiagthhApmetionsen Diana bekicbien Do. 


Location—On Lehigh River, in Carbon and Luzerne Counties, Pa., 5 miles 
northeast of White Haven, Pa. 

Authorization.—1946 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio—1.5 to 1 for Lehigh River system. 


Summarized financial data 


Amount percent of 


RROD PORE BONE 5 ening on dcbanitnsiin dhdinteucscsbchicebagnivenabins 
a SIE WII. 0s cnn inainmnsone vsinnmsaineishanaigniiealieadaieredaiaiaiaamian 
Se NES TONED MOU gn. cncdligcadussnaguangeciebnedsene=aey 
REPCRTIIONE © TOG BD, TOG is ck ck eb ces cecedcdiis lied deena nti 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 
eee i ina Sched eedecnitint ondinchisinhinthostdnwdarantimitalanataae 
anf ge requested for fiscal year 1959 
ance to complete after fiscal year 1959 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 

Type: Earth fill. 

Height: 234 feet. 

Length: 3,000 feet. 
Spillway: 

Type: Concrete ogee. 

Capacity: 139,000 cubic feet per second. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
i as ws a nr eb mab soonest cee eleva spake leceute 108, 000 
rng 62 JG) Naish matt te CGUce Sg. Sow eesewacus 2, 000 

in cc wadkinastcemag seaman anata aateheaebbaes 110, 000 


Outlet: Tunnel in rock, gate controlled; capacity, 10,000 cubic feet per second. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent | Completion sched- 
ule 


Land acquisition. - sed esti orien en ssirns neji lee aidan dasha aaa: 18 | June 1960. 

i Ds) SUE Ee eo Spmminipleebuauceimbabinn 88 | April 1958. 

eat ck ek a soe cn sn win eo ickocecnndbsahpepcenaeatom es ioceeaseinbengechcnenseendomnins 27 | December 1960. 
SIRI iti Ris tet abhi ncscincncdcbwudeniendeicabnstnbienlt 32 Do. 





JUSTIFICATION 


This reservoir will control the runoff from a drainage area of 288 square miles. 
A large number of industrial plants, including the Bethlehem Steel mills at 
Bethlehem, are located in the flood plain of the Lehigh River. A large percentage 
of these plants are on defense work and a major flood would have a serious effect 
on production at the plants. In the flood of May 1942, the Bethlehem Steel 
plant, an important unit in the war-production program, was inundated and 
immobilized in the midst of the program. Construction of the reservoir will 
remove the possibility of repeating the flood experience of May 1942. Important 
rail lines and highways are located along both sides of the river from its mouth to 
a point near the proposed Bear Creek Dam. This highly industrialized area will 
be relieved of the threat of a major flood by the construction of this dam. 

In the flood of May 1942, the direct and indirect damages attributable to high 
water in the main river amounted to approximately $10,500,000, of which $7 
million could have been prevented had the Bear Creek Dam been in operation. 
The flood of August 1955 along the Lehigh River was of approximately the same 
magnitude as that of May 1942. The estimate of damages in the Lehigh River 
watershed for this recent flood is $29,300,000, of which approximately $5,300,000 
occurred in areas of the watershed not affected by the reservoir. It is estimated 
that $8,700,000 of this damage could have been prevented had the Bear Creek 
Dam been in operation. Thus, in a period of 14 years, the proposed reservoir 
would have prevented approximately $15,700,000 damage from 2 major floods, 
in addition to its effect on lesser floods. The damage that would have been pre- 
vented in this relatively short period is over 30 percent greater than the estimated 
cost of the dam and reservoir. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,740,000 will be applied to: 


i nT note oki $55, 000 
Continue construction of the embankment , Spillw ay, intake tower, and 
MRD peepee aaa dateatctalad dilate myshoewst Tscte Pearly bmg aye p 1, 520, 000 
nae eshte 2 ee. eee 40, 000 
ne ae ees ey 125, 000 
wee. Deh ie We cio aes Ok gen igh dc Nas ee eee 1, 740, 000 


The program provides for the orderly prosecution of the work during the fiscal 
year, giving recognition to necessary coordination between features and rate of 
placement to insure safety of the partially completed dam. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—No local cooperation is required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. 





' 
' 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 

































































, : Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 | 1959 after fiscal 
| | year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages _- athe $390, 000 $56, 400 $174, 600 $55, 000 $104, 000 
sh. du dale hetwan dec nmtcrieiies d 80, 000 0 80, 000 0 
Reservoirs rd 200, 000 0 0 0 200, 000 
Dam... os 8, 260, 000 1, 051, 900 1, 782, 100 1, 743, 000 3, 683, 000 
Roads_- ai dllnde ‘i 52 360, 000 0 215, 000 0 145, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities._---_--__ 450, 000 0 0 0} 450, 000 
Permanent operating equipment -a 20, 000 0 20, 000 | 0 | 0 
Engineering and design ._.................. 1, 010, 000 | 819, 700 61, 300 40, 000 89, 000 
Supervision and administration...__-_____- 930, 000 251, 100 179, 900 142, 000 357, 000 
Total rr ad cost (Federal funds 
MA. alisha dd eas | 11,700,000 | 2,179,100 | 2,512,900 | 1, 980,000 5, 028, 000 
| —————=—=— | —— — = ——_— 
Undistributed Cost. None___ iy, See Se SEO saas Ie S cinadiamanmnnds 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
only) <dbab=tndacathessiksa ee 2, 179, 100 2, 512, 900 1, 980, 000 5, 028, 000 
Pending adjustments Re sie l. —6, 000 GOES Foc sod candi elaceetkccs 
Total cost (Federal funds on 11, 700, 000 2,173,100 | 2,518, 900 1, 980, 000 5, 028, 000 
Undelivered orders. .._.__.. in lake |. 845, 000 | — 535, 000 —140, 000 —170, 000 
Total obligations. ___..__.___- 3, 018,100 | 1, 983, 900 1, 840, 000 4, 858, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING | i ae 
Appropriations____. Ie ecncceal | A 
Permanent transfer since July 1, 986302505 None bh, a cnc be ote Sok keatin ated cadehenes 
Unobligated carryover from prior year |------------|---------->- 53, 900 ROB ID bektcttghinitcse 
Total funds available for obligations.| 3, 072,000 | 2, 083, 900 ) | ab AL bach debe 
Appropriation required__._..__.- etettedeud ; a + 3 yu y 50 : CLT : | 1,740,000 | p 4, 858, 000 





WILKES-BARRE, PA., LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. We have here a request for consideration of an appro- 
priation relating to subsidence of land at Wilkes-Barre, Pa., which 
seems to be of immediate importance. 

Colonel Penney, can you explain that situation? 
at issue. 

Colonel PENNEY. 


Tell us what is 
Yes, sir. 

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

Briefly, the Wilkes-Barre local protection project was authorized 
by the Flood Control Act of 1936, completed and turned over to the 


city of Wilkes-Barre in 1948. It was turned over to the city under 
the provisions of that act, with the city responsible for its mainte- 


. nance and operation in accordance with assurances that they had 


furnished prior to initiation of construction. 

Recently, portions of the levee, about 1,000 feet of the levee and 
one of the pumping stations have subsided some due to coal mining 
in the area. 

This problem of mine subsidence was recognized in the Wilkes- 
Barre area at the time of construction, and a special assurance was 
obtained from the city that if and when mining operations were 
started in the vicinity of the pumping site which, in the opinion of 
the city engineer, would endanger the surface support of the Federal 
work, the city would take such legal action or other actions as they 
deemed appropriate. 
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Subsequent to that date 

Mr. Cannon. They were to take legal action with what in view? 

Colonel Penney. Either to get any further mining prevented, or to 
have any effect on the works should be the responsibility of the mining 
agency; in other words, under the responsibility for operation and 
maintenance, it was recognized that subsidence was possible with 
mining in the general area. They tried to do that. The city at- 
tempted to prevent a coal company from removing coal under the 
area. That effort was not successful, sir, due to a ruling by the State 
mining commission which was adverse. 





BASIS FOR LEVEE REPAIR 


So in view of this demonstrated inability of the city to control the 
mining operation and the action of the State mining commission in 
this case, authority was obtained from the Public Works Committees 
to participate on a 50—50 basis with local interests in repairing the 
subsidence, provided they would furnish half the cost and also that 
the State would give a firm assurance that any future repairs to this 
Wilkes-Barre work due to mine subsidence would be accomplished by 
the State or that the State would prevent such mining or require the 
responsible mining company to make such repairs. That was ap- 
proved by the Public Works Committees. 

As it stands now, the furnishing of those assurances by the State 
requires action of the State legislature, which does not meet until 
January 1959. 

Meanwhile, however, the local interests, the city of Wilkes-Barre, 
has made temporary repairs to the levees. 

Mr. Cannon. The city apparently kept its part of the agreement. 

Colonel Penney. They tried to, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. They attempted to stop the mining company. 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. They tried. 

Mr. Cannon. The mining company went to the commission. It 
has been my long experience and observation that these commissions 
are always subservient to any public utility or any substantial financial 
interest which wants to work its will regardless of the interest and the 
welfare of the community and the people. 

Unquestionably if the mining company deliberately proceeded to 
damage this property, they ical be responsible for it and there should 
be some way of compelling them to repair it. The mining interests 
in Pennsylvania are very strong financially, and well entrenched 
politically, but certainly they should not influence this committee 
and this Congress. 

I forgot that we had the distinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania 
on this committee, the most important member of the committee. 
Dr. Fenton. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, I am particularly interested in any- 
thing that goes on along the Susquehanna River, particulariy in 
Pennsylvania. When you talk about mining, that is a pretty deep 
and involved subject, but I understand that the Pennsylvania surface 
rights are the rights of anybody who owns property and the mineral 
rights belong to somebody else. 

We have this problem of property rights all over Pennsylvania. 

It is not in the budget request this year, is it, Mr. Chairman? 





: 
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Mr. Cannon. We have had an urgent request from the Members 
of the House from that area. 


EXTENT OF DAMAGE 


Mr, Fenton. Colonel, how much damage was done? 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Congressman, the levee is several miles 
long and actually about a thousand feet of it subsided several feet. 

Mr. Fenton. In the city of Wilkes-Barre? 

Colonel Penney. Right adjacent to it, right along the river. One 
of the pumping stations settled a little bit although it is still operative. 
However, in view of this delay, before the State could consider legisla- 
tion to furnish the firm assurances to rectify any situation in the future, 
the city did go in and build temporary mud boxes on top of the levee 
to restore its original grade. That was about a thousand feet in length. 

Mr. Fenton. How much damage? : 

Colonel Penney. We estimated that the cost of permanent repairs 
to the levee would be about $150,000, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. The works are no good without pumping? 

Colonel Penney. It is working, sir; it is operative. 

Mr. Fenton. How does it now stand? 


BASIS FOR LEVEE REPAIR 


Colonel Penney. It now stands that there is pending this proposi- 
tion with the local interests and the State of Pennsylvania whereby 
the Public Works Committees have agreed that the levee could be 
raised permanently to its original height on a 50-50 basis, Federal 
and non-Federal, provided this firm assurance is furnished the Federal 
Government by the State of Pennsylvania that they will stand the 
cost of any future repair due to this reason at Wilkes-Barre, or pre- 
vent any mining, or if mining is permitted, to require the coal com- 
pany to stand the cost of any subsidence due to that mining. They 
cannot act on that until the legislature meets in January 1959, but in 
the meantime the city has spent something like $18,000 and recently 
completed some mud boxes, temporary raising on top of the levee, to 
restore its original height. 


POSITION OF STATE MINING COMMISSION 


Mr. Fenton. Have there been any interpretations as to the rights 
of the mining companies to mine? 

Colonel Penney. When the city of Wilkes-Barre attempted to pre- 
vent a coal company from mining that area, it was referred to the 
Pennsylvania State Mining Commission and they adversely ruled 
against the city. 

Mr. Fenton. Did they give any reasons for it? 

Colonel Penney. They stated that the value of the coal that could 
be taken out was a lot greater than the damage that would be caused 
to the levee and accordingly they ruled that it was all right. 

Mr. Fenton. How long ago was that? 

Colonel Penney. That was in 1944 that they made that ruling, sir. 
edna: * agate I wish you would bring me up to date on that, 

onel. 


Colonel Penney. I will be happy to do that, sir. 
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Mr. Fenton. It certainly is necessary to keep the flood project in 
operation. There is no question about that. 

Colonel Pennry. We have been watching it very carefully, sir, and, 
as I say, it has been raised by this temporary measure and if a ‘flood 
threat developed our district engineer has been watching very closely 
to assist in any flood fight. It is up to its original grade although ona 
temporary expedient basis. 

Mr. Anprersen. What depth below the surface are the mining 
operations today? 

Colonel Penney. It is a considerable depth. 

Mr. AnprrseEn. It would be a considerable depth and there would 
be very little danger of subsidence on the surface? 

Colonel Penney. We had a test hole drilled near the pumping 
station. It was drilled to the rock and subsequent observation 
showed that subsidence of the rock did occur due to some type of 
movement. 

Mr. AnpreRsEN. You say that you will hold the mining company 
responsible. That is one of the alternatives? 

Colonel Penney. That is not the Federal Government’s. We have 
asked that the State of Pennsylvania take action to give us a firm 
assurance that for any subsequent subsidence due to mining, the 
payment for any rectific ation of the work be by the State, or if they 
chose, by the mining company, but it is up to them. 

Mr. Anpersen. | am speaking about this alternative that you 
mentioned, or by the mining company. What guarantee have you 
that 4 or 5 years from now when this new subsidence occurs that that 
mining company will be in business or responsible for any huge claim 
against it? You would almost have to deal with the State, w ould you 
not? 

Colonel Penney. That is what we are going todo. We have put it 
to the State that we need that assurance that they will take care of it. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I have seen a good many mining companies come 
and go in my day in the coal business and it would seem to me that 
you would have to deal with a firm entity, such as the State of Penn- 
sylvania in this instance. 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Had you concluded your statement? 

Colonel Penney. Yes; Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton? 

Mr. Fenton. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 


KETTLE CREEK RESERVOIR, PA. 


Last year, Mr. Chairman, we had a project called the Kettle Creek 
Reservoir project on the West Branch of the Susquehanna River. 

We appropriated for that particular project some planning money 
which was supposed to have been cep haha in the current year. 

Under the theory of no new starts this year no construction money 
was given. 

However, we are advised by the engineers that the planning is not 
complete and some revision of the plans has been necessary. 

I thought it very appropriate that if planning was not completed 
after having expended some $350,000 that we should have planning 
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money, anyway, to complete the planning, even if we do not get 
construction money. 

For that reason I have asked more detail which I thought Colonel 
Penney could give. 

Colonel Penney. Sir, last year, as Dr. Fenton stated, the budget 
request was for $215,000 to complete the preconstruction planning, 
and that amount was appropriated. 

The total cost of preconstruction planning as estimated at that 
time was $350,000 of a total project planning cost of $900,000.. Only 
part of the engineering and design of a project is done before con- 
struction starts, of course. 

‘The overall cost of planning has not changed. It is still $900,000. 

However, during the engineering this year, with the money which 
was appropriated by Congress last year, it has been found preferable 
to change the plan for the initial construction contract. The initial 
plan of last year was to award a small contract for the outlet works 
only, but it has been found that because of the site, and on further 
engineering study, that it would be preferable in the first contract to 
combine the outlet works with the dam, and do it in a much larger 
contract. 

That should result in some economy and it would be preferable 
from an engineering standpoint because the spoil that will be removed 
from excavating the outlet works will be used in the dam, and other- 
wise it would have to be stockpiled until the dam was started under a 
separate contract. 

Also the work space is rather limited there and it would be preferable 
not to have two contractors working in the same area at the same time. 

Accordingly we have found it desirable that the initial work be the 
main dam and the outlet works rather than simply the outlet works 
alone. That will require some additional preconstruction planning 
and it has actually doubled the preconstruction planning estimates 
so that $350,000 additional is required for preconstruction planning 
prior to awarding the first contract. 

Mr. Fenton. Colonel, how long would it take to complete the pre- 
construction planning? 

Colonel Penney. That is about 9 months worth of planning, sir, 
in our estimation. 

Mr. Fenton. You figure it would take $350,000 more? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Could you use any other money to start construc- 
tion this year, in 1959? 

Colonel Penney. The construction, sir? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. In other words, could you complete pre- 
construction studies and start construction? 

Colonel Penney. From an engineering standpoint, without regard 
to the fiscal policy, yes, sir. We have the physical capability, we 
feel, to complete the preconstruction planning and initiate construc- 
tion if funds were appropriated, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, if I may explain further: This is a 
project which is 1 of 4 proposed dams on the West Branch of the 
Susquehanna River. Every year we have danger of flooding up in 
that area. 

The State of Pennsylvania already has constructed what they call 
the Stevenson Dam on one of the main arteries running into the West 
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Branch of the Susquehanna. These other three dams were federally 
proposed. Kettle Creek is the first one of the Federal dams. 

The Kettle Creek Dam is the second dam to be constructed in 
this series of dams on the West Branch of the Susquehanna River and 
if it were not for this State of Pennsylvania dam, just a couple weeks 
ago we would have had a very severe flood. That one dam helped 
stem the tide. 

The people of the area are very much concerned inasmuch as con- 
struction on this Kettle Creek project is not proposed for fiscal 1959. 
I certainly would appreciate it if favorable consideration can be given 
to at least planning money, money enough to complete the planning. 

There is planning money in this budget for this second Federal dam 
at Curwenaville. That is the whole story. 

Mr. Canwon. Is it in the budget, Doctor? 

Mr. Fenton. It is not because it was supposed to be a construction 
start this year. 

Now they tell us that they have not completed planning because 
of the reasons the colonel has explained. 

Mr. Cannon. In the course of time it will be in the budget? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes, construction money will be, or we will lose all 
of the preplanning money. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, I will have to ask Colonel Penney this 
question: 

You support the budget, do you, Colonel Penney? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. When you support the budget you support the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth. You support the budget, 
the whole budget and nothing but the budget? 

Colonel Penney. That is correct, sir. I do. 

Mr. Fenton. There has been an oversight in the planning before 
construction here, Mr. Chairman. I am sure the colonel has explained 
that point very well. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. There is no need for further inquiry there. 


DYBERRY RESERVOIR, PA. 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Mr. Cannon. On Dyberry Reservoir, Pa., we will insert pages 75a 
through 80. _ 
(The material referred to follows:) 


Dyserry Reservoir, Pa. 


(Continuing) 
ack Siw dines maiden heaping i aaeine orkneog owietdees $1, 400, 000 
Beeman UL. Luli Sule Oba cia sil aU 1, 400, 000 
Increase in budget estimate__...........----- as ail CLE sd oth dike & 0 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 














1959 budget Revised Increase 
Complete land acquisition -_-.............. - $255, 000 $255, 000 o 
Complete cemetery and utility relocations 170, 000 170, 000 Oo 
Complete outlet works and continue construction of embank- 

OI I kos tual adic incense 515, 000 515, 000 0 
Continue highway relocations. ............................... 354, 000 354, 000 o 
Pn an SENN... onc cae cunoa~avaacabaneadesand 36, 000 36, 000 0 
Supervision and administration......................-.-..-.-- 70,000 70, 000 0 

I sin ccceinnncitipcseccdenbieantigecngags ental 1, 400, 000 1, 400, 000 0 


Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 





i 


Eo tnrcapnannnedenauhens<ehonmamimaisizam esate September 1958_..._| November 1958. 
ciao Sresciney ep npg sialon carder aieus badinaatgehnrdaeciaas July 1959_...._.... November 1959. 
a vUseverkdcbccadsebaccdubsschictdheséhueshackncalibesaet November 1959__.- Do. 
Os wii cnc cscppiiideincticictnetdicnanmanangugnqeaneiintiotl a ee Do. 





Location.—On Dyberry Creek, 2% miles above its junction with Lackawaxen 
River and 3 miles upstream from Honesdale, Pa., and about 27 miles above the 
junction of the Lackawaxen and Delaware Rivers. 

Authorization.—1948 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio——1.6 to 1 (for combined project, Dyberry and Prompton 
Reservoirs). 





Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
| _estimated 
Federal cost 
} 
ane POR ON ea 5s sci sie ctr iae tiie sbi el $4, 500, 000 |... --.---.-..... 
EE RIIIIONGD QUDG o.oo hic dain cecedsnsascsuéandquiegeeteddasabald SRG bo-weccibleiicann 
Nn astnd Sots escnaiet-nh ecithiges osikssnd achininneacmeantioatiinebiahsdinaghtinae ith chowstamtshichadell 
SO CUES iid inc dcnntédbadntkscchadstécscccddukdidstsanduadhaabetes PR Wiewicie canto 
I SON CO ii nce ncs ane Gainighnnigurnme snd diiiiemediadiniinians sal gg eee IS 
EE OO FOIE, BONE vciendeds indaccancsbsosesndinewsn eigenen 853, 000 — ae 
rn Tn? Ti SONU Mc sinaracemwphcacnwmee oecwierunies oialeaign rol | Ms he te ie 
Appropriations to date--_---.--- gon nensedenesaeinsonmedtuccueneueeeneaes | 2,273,000 51 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1959--__- Aten iaiaiaasencane dling eaicbte 1, 400, 000 82 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959.....................-...-..-.....- 827, 000 | i ciidieeiiaaaien 


! Allocation to this project from total non-Federal cost of $3,000 for the combined Dyberry and Prompton 
Reservoirs. 





PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Earth fill. 

Height: 112 feet. 

Length: 1,280 feet. 
Spillway: 

Type: Uncontrolled overflow, left abutment. 

Capacity: 69,000 cubic feet per second (maximum pool), 
Reservoir capacity: Flood control, 24,500 acre-feet. 
Outlet: 

Tunnel in rock: Uncontrolled. 

Capacity: 2,500 cubic feet per second (pool at spillway crest), 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 








Percent Completion 
schedule 
| 
i 5 6 Oils enc numwecreneniiodasuevaitinmscincwebtoewe: 26 | September 1958. 
I SR STE... suhusomonamenidiewgamaiaaniibwee wee 0 | July 1959. 
SE a ac ctaaiches MID LEpUnamata chnebeaoreka ocecttbawsteid desGoksundt ected 19 | November 1959, 
I 6 «ow crmercinaniinibineinaieibiineasibiianaudionmensils 25 Do. 





JUSTIFICATION 


This reservoir will control the runoff from a drainage area of 65 square miles, 
which is 40 percent of the Lackawaxen River watershed above Honesdale, Pa. 
The towns of Honesdale, Hawley, and White Mills are located along the river 
below the dam site. In the flood of May 1942, the largest of record up to that 
time, 24 lives were lost along the river, and property losses amounted to $6,200,000 
including $640,000 in areas not affected by the reservoir. More than 60 percent 
of this loss was in Honesdale, the largest town. It is estimated that construction 
of this reservoir, together with that at Prompton, will prevent 96 percent of the 
tangible preve ntable dams ages from floods similar to that of May 1942, and will 
give substantial protection against any greater floods in addition to the protection 
against possible future loss of life. 

The flood of August 1955 produced damages estimated at $3,300,000 in the 
Lackawaxen River Basin exclusive of the Wallenpaupack Creek watershed. A 
considerable portion of the damage at Hawley resulted from the flow of Middle 
Creek, a tributary of the Lackawaxen below the proposed dams. It is estimated 
that the two reservoirs, Prompton and Dyberry, together would have prevented 
approximately two-thirds of the damage at Hawley and essentially all of the dam- 
age at Honesdale. It is estimated that of the total damage in the Lackawaxen 
River Basin exclusive of Wallenpaupack Creek approximately one-half would 
have been prevented had the two reservoirs been in operation. 

Thus, in a period of 14 years, the preventable damages have been over 80 per- 
cent of the total estimated cost of constructing the 2 reservoirs. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,400,000 will be applied to: 


Complete land acquisition _ _ _- akundaditndiah wien apoee $255, 000 
Complete cemetery and utility reloc ations. . 5 170, 000 
Complete outlet works and continue construction of embankment and 

spillway - ----- atime Po eee 515, 000 
Continue highw ay re elocations Y : ee 354, 000 
Engineering and design_ ed bee 36, 000 


Supervision and administration____- -- care ed : eee 70, 000 


NE NB oie wea cndcuca ance eka ke Sees 1, 400, 000 


The requested funds will advance construction on the main contract for the 
dam, spillway and outlet works to about 70 percent of completion and will provide 
for continuation of the correlated work on relocations and land acquisition. 
Completion of outlet works, stream diversion, and embankment placement must 
be closely coordinated for optimum safety of the partially completed work. 
Land acquisition and relocations must be accomplished as a safeguard against 
reservoir ponding. 

Non-Federal costs —The conditions of loreal cooperation for the combined 
Lackawaxen River projects include the removal of three low dams at Honesdale, 
Pa. This has been done by local interests at a cost of $3,000 for the combined 
projects, of which the Dyterry share is $1,500. 

Status of local cooperation.—The State of Pennsylvania has furnished assurances 
of compliance with the requirements of local cooperation. Local interests have 
removed the three low dams at Honesdale. The requirement for preservation of 
downstream channel capacity will be fulfilled by the State department of forests 
and waters, which administers State laws on encroachment on rivers and streams. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 



























































- Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Se | ne ae a Seem 
Lands and damages. . .--.................. | $564,000 $53, 700 $255, 300 $255, 000 0 
Reloocstions............~..cs00---neseesases 880, 000 0 148, 000 709, 000 $23, 000 
NE ca thvcespsndatthesan nas tiivossiens 42, 000 0 0 0 42, 000 
EG thebahnb~Sebkacnsccessqsdenscoul “ 2, 032, 000 20, 000 772, 000 515, 000 725, 000 
NG ok. -4sis 5-29. HEL a ccaks Jihawe tiie 37, 000 | 0 0 0 37, 000 
Buildings and grounds Se eae 32, 000 0 0 0 32, 000 
Permanent operating equipme BRE saw adabnd 16, 000 0 16, 000 0 0 
Engineering and design_-_- sai pide 530, 000 428, 000 47, 000 36, 000 19, 000 
Supervision and administration. _-_.___ 367, 000 47, 700 145, 300 85, 000 89, 000 
Total applied cost Heston ral funds 
only) ’ innate» thennseuah) See 549,400 | 1, 383,000 1, 600, 000 967, 000 
Undistributed cost_........- os sancitiaitaie None None None None | None 
Total project cost om deral funds 
only) oGudinahs tiatnlien ..--| 4, 500,000 | 549, 400 1, 383, 600 1, 600, 000 | 967, 000 
Pending adjustments.- a inceks nadinsiaiaataoeal --| 4, 500 | —4, 500 dl ennai nepeali 
Total cost (Federal funds only) - aR cores wade 553,900 | 1, 379, 100 " 1, 600, 000 ie 967, 000 
Undelivered orders _- died atibebdlinina | 288, , 900 — 138, 900 — 10, 000 — 140, 000 
meat s |. . 
Total obligations. ......-..-......-.- Pee aoe | 842, , 800 1, 240,200 | 1, 590, 000 827, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING | +r n ee ie Wie 
Appropriation__- ne SS areal 853, 000 ee ed a = 
Permanent transfer since July 1, "1956 oe aie anon None Soe ia a cna Se ee poets Ea 
Unobligated carryover from prior year____--| -- amine dea hates Gaiaipied hd 10, 200 190, 000 0 
Total funds available for obligation. .}_.........-- 853,000 | 1, 430, 200 |_- ee ess 
Appropriation required.................-- + iebaliastanlatDasianditi prensa Shapabapee’ 1, 400, 000 Zz 827, (00 





Mr. Cannon. No questions there, I think. 


PROMPTON RESERVOIR, PA. 


On Prompton Reservoir, Pa., insert pages 8la through 86. 


(The material referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


PromPpton REsERVorR, Pa. 
(Continuing) 


I i a a gt Oe a ee ene 
Revised estimate 





$1, 100, 000 
1, 100, 000 





nnn: 0k, ORI: GT ne inv winminen cee ae 0 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget | Revised Increase 
estimate | 
we alll } } 
| 
Complete land acquisition | $150, 000 $150, 000 0 
Complete utility relocations and continue highw ay relocations. | 532, 000 532, 000 | 0 
Initiate and complete construction of outlet works and con- 
tinue construction of embankment and spillway---_--_. : 300, 000 300, 000 | 0 
Engineering and design Be ethee coed a | 10, 000 10, 000 0 
Supervision and administration.......................-..--.-. 108, 000 108, 000 | 0 
TE sist snesccansndak cece teammate ete 1, 100, 000 1, 100, 000 | 0 
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Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget Revised estimate 





ie one wn nena aemaeuin September 1958_._.| December 1958. 
a nsdn seeerendaesssoudacecwunsenetnescnsdal GOOGEDOn LSGG.L.....1 Ieenanen HOUR. 
dasa nuiclicnenadabannbannan ainkiedenscotbanann des June 1960_.........} June 1960. 

ET ae aya en eer pee Do. 


Location.—At Prompton on Lackawaxen River in Wayne County, Pa., 4 miles 
upstream from Honesdale, Pa., and 30 miles above the junction of the Lacka- 
waxen and Delaware Rivers. 

Authorization.—1948 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1 (for combined project Prompton and Dyberry 














Reservoirs). 
Summarized financial data 
| 
Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
Federal esti- 
mated cost 
I I a dak eeniabeadisesnendoenaa Rt. Sf a ee 
Estimated non-Federal cost. ...........-.- RApateeh en nkennammmapemninin aon SE Bcsesiiesisa tiie ed 
I ont cn cdcnsncotaeenasesuesaptesenbabubtnysidebwinns 7 tetcuetehbunieon 
I lat oa nadie so a abies a eueuiseabaaaduedaahnbdcbhintin 11, 500 ines abearhmeee 
Total estimated project cost ___......-- heieapheecatnhigre daar aaah aden toin tats | Bp ERIE a ccnisincnmoetaniies 
ee Se ae Sere tr = 
Cir MOONS WOE ROORR « a5... ccnresenscamessncaneuwetsnsacedce WE CEP Uiewseurodsowecn 
I a Ee Joie adcniuingiavasetds | 1, 687, 000 | 42 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__............--.-...-.-------- 1, 100, 000 | 71 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. -............-......-..--....---- 35 EEA WOU Inaconccces Locees 
| 





1 Allocation to this project from total non-Federal cost of $3,000 for the combined Dyberry and Prompton 
Reservoirs. 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Earth fill. 

Height: 140 feet. 

Length: 1,230 feet. 
Spillway: 

Type: Uncontrolled overflow, right abutment. 

Capacity: 9,200 cubic feet per second (maximum pool). 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
PiInOd OONGon At GAWOY OTCN goss ness. 3-0 oo ene 48, 300 
aN URN cai ics sgl Ral cS cess so senile 3, 400 

BOS cttiitie pe stermaindetotntsqeimauninnewinwwadibiwie 51, 700 

Outlet: 


Concrete conduit through dam: Uncontrolled. 
Capacity: 3,650 cubic feet per second (pool to spillway crest). 





EONS TT eR ROT 





111 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 











Percent Completion 
schedule 
ED GUNUIINOOR. ornvandicwan twanidin pun mins pininsnd depending anime iapsines tiara 29 | September 1958. 
I oc a yorcnceqeccscdyenwecssnceabsacwseussa 9 | September 1959. 
I. - acitakaponsingaunntiteneoioenasehnnanaibnensabnipiee 0 | June 1960, 
SING + thaw cofuncediesdcauhandmknens dthphieaibmppiiesiadeimaaetniey 16 Do. 





JUSTIFICATION 


This reservoir will control the runoff from a drainage area of 60 square miles, or 
about 36 percent of the Lackawaxen River watershed above Honesdale, Pa. 
The towns of Prompton, Seelyville, Honesdale, Hawley, and White Mills are 
located along the river below the dam site. In the flood of May 1942, the largest 
of record up to that time, 24 lives were lost in these towns, and property losses 
amounted to $6,200,000 including $640,000 in areas not affected by the reservoir. 
More than 60 percent of this loss was in Honesdale, the largest town. It is 
estimated that construction of this reservoir, together with that on Dyberry 
Creek, will prevent 96 percent of the tangible preventable damages from floods 
similar to that of May 1942, and will give substantial protection against any 
greater floods, in addition to the protection against possible future loss of life. 

The flood of August 1955 produced damages estimated at $3,300,000 in the 
Lackawaxen River Basin, exclusive of the Wallenpaupack Creek watershed. 
A considerable portion of the damage at Hawley resulted from the flow of Middle 
Creek, a tributary of the Lackawaxen below the proposed dams. It is estimated 
that the two reservoirs, Dyberry and Prompton, together would have prevented 
approximately two-thirds of the damage at Hawley and essentially all of the 
damage at Honesdale. It is estimated that of the total damage in the Lackawaxen 
River Basin exclusive of Wallenpaupack Creek, approximately one-half would 
have been prevented had the two reservoirs been in operation. 

Thus, in a period of 14 years, the damage that would have been prevented is 
more than 80 percent of the total estimated cost of constructing the two reservoirs. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,100,000 will be applied to: 


Compiete tand soquisitioti. . 2. 6. oo sdsn cee ede acess. secs $150, 000 
Complete utility relocations and continue highway relocations- - -- - _- 532, 000 

Initiate and complete construction of outlet works and continue con- 
struction of embankment and spillway____.........-..---------- 300, 000 
SECUTINE GUE CRONIN. SE ooo wl sn cee eee enh oe buaatne rama 10, 000 
Supervision and administration........................-.-.-.-.-<. 108, 000 
(0 a a a 1, 100, 000 


The funds requested are the minimum required to provide for completion of the 
project by June 1960. 

Non-Federal costs.—The conditions of local cooperation for the combined Lacka- 
waxen River projects include the removal of three low dams at Honesdale. This 
has been done by local interests at a cost of $3,000 for the combined projects, of 
which the share for Prompton Reservoir is $1,500. 

Status of local cooperation.—The State of Pennsylvania has furnished assurances 
of compliance with the requirements of local cooperation. The three low dams at 
Honesdale have been removed and the requirement for preservation of downstream 


- channel capacity will be fulfilled by the State department of forests and waters, 


which administers State laws on encroachment on rivers and streams. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$3,900,000 (November 1957 prices) is a decrease of $2,300,000 from the latest esti- 
mate ($6,200,000) submitted to Congress. A decrease of $2,083,000 is due to 
receipt of favorable bids for the construction of the dam. The estimate for relo- 
cations decreased $150,000 based on completion of design. A reanalysis of require- 
ments for other features resulted in a net decrease of $67,000. 


25230—5S8S—pt. 2——-8 
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cunmnary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 
! i ial 











| 
| Totalto | Current | Budget fis-} Balance to 
Feature Project cost) June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 | 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
| 
¢3) (2) (5) (6) 
| } 
-- -— — — — —|— a 
| 
Lands and damages_--.........-- a $400, 000 $15, 900 | $234, 100 $150, 000 0 
Relocations. --_- : =~ 661, 000 0 60, oe 532, 000 $69, 000 
Reservoirs--- ‘ee ‘ 85, 000 0 | | 85, 000 
Dam... “ | 1,800,000 | 0 |} 0 800, 000 1, 000, 000 
Recreation facilities ; 53, 000 0 0 0} 53, 000 
Buildings and grounds_---.-. a 90, 000 0} 0 0 90, 000 
Engineering and design__---- | 500, 000 | 390, 200 | 84, 800 10, 000 15, 000 
Supervision and administration. - -- 311, 000 | 82, 400 69, 600 108, 000 | 101, 000 
Total applied cost (Federal func As | *% | - 
only) | 3,900,000 | 438, 500 448, 500 | 1,600,000 | 1, 413, 000 
Undistributed cost_._.-.._-- None | None | None | None | None 
I snarsighaeaGratiolihan a cerning _| gieeires 
Total project cost (Federal funds | 
only) 3, 900, 000 438, 500 448, 500 | 1, 600, 000 1, 413, 000 
Pending adjustments_- , } —700 700 | | ae 
Total cost (Federal funds only) 3, 900, 000 437, 800 | 449, 200 1 600, 000° } 1,413,000 
Undelivered orders | 37, 200 622, 800 - 360, 000 | —300, 000 
Total obligations. .- oil 475,000 | 1,072,000 | 1,240,000 | 1, 113, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
| | 
Appropriation_-_- ‘ $17, 000 870, 000 } 
Permanent transfer since July 1, "1956 None 
Unobligated carryover from prior year 342, 000 140, 000 | 


3 817,000 | 1, 212, 000 | 


Total funds available for obligation 
: --| 1,100,000 | 1, 113, 000 


Appropriation required 


Mr. Cannon. Last year Colonel Renshaw told us he felt substantial 
savings could be made in the cost of — project by redesigning the 
outlet work. The justifications indicate a considerable reduction on 
the basis of favorable bids, but they = not indicate any reduction 
on the basis of changes in the outlet work. I would like to ask Colonel 
Renshaw if such change s were made and, if so, how much was saved 
thereby? 

B Colonel RensHaw. We did change the outlet works to the other 
bank of the stream, but I do not have the amount of savings due to 
that and the amount due to favorable bids. 

Mr. Cannon. Would you say there was some saving as a result of 
the changes in the outlet work? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Def finitely, yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. And the redesign has been satisfactory and has 
resulted in no reduction of advantages? 

Colonel RensHaw. No disadvantage resulted, sir. 


STILLWATER RESERVOIR, PA. 


Mr. Cannon. On Stillwater Reservoir, Pa., insert pages 87a 
through 92 





we 
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i 

(The material referred to follows:) li 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) li 
STILLWATER RESERVOIR, Pa. i] 

a 

(Continuing) : ; 

Budget estimate__-__..-- ap do sides SS Ue low puLadesol). ui Gi Bee, 000 ij 
IO 5 om ng wt hd wie epee hers Sealine aaere nate 1, 300, 000 il 
Increase in budget estimate____......_._____- ‘ 


The increase will be applied as follows: 














| 1959 budget Revised Increase in 
| | estimate il 
= a os | : : i) 
Continue land acquisition wade eg eed at il $150, 000 | $150, 000 0 iy 
' Continue construction of dam and appurtenances.__..___.._-- 1, 030, 000 1, 030, 000 0 :t 
' Engineering and design.............- adiniale mista toate | 25, 000 25, 000 0 it 
; Supervision and administration..........._- ae ea 95, 000 95, 000 0 "i 
i adiatagdeno<-necaagrtearsinaeie-a--aaEnee | 1,300,000} 1, 300, 000 0 i 
( | } 
ea: = . —— eens — i 
: & 
Revised completion schedule 
i 
as iemmeneenensleiperaae 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
' Entire project _ _.-- ant agbaees ‘ paissslenwdbdlees June 1961__........| November 1960. 
Land acquisition _-_ seikacteeede beaded ...---------.-| June 1960....._.....]| December 1959, 
Relocations. -_---- chins he cps on cempreine tesa psa peter anaemia cm 
Dam and appurtenances : baaa 2 ..| June 1961_......_.- November 1960. 





Location.—Located on the Lackawanna River, a tributary of the North Branch 
of the Susquehanna River, approximately 3.5 miles upstream from Forest City, 
Susquehanna County, Pa. 
Authorization.—1941 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—2.0 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 








Amount percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 
slit |— neta noemtadl aie 
Estimated Federal cost__.....- ih aad Wi Gic dains neat Se, CI OI Riketimtenenne 
Estimtted non-Federal cost_ - ; Scania acne 0 | pes painane 
Cash contributions... Seid Sits dcx <:alelaeedicniae | 0 
Other costs_.-- ; iui greece titan th tne: GIN. diraaniadacle teil | 0 |. 
Total estimated project cost ___-- ed 7, 600, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_- bducdbetded gubachetibekebetsive cab eas 879, 000 | _- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958__.__ wubdadel cacicch deuaacmeless -_| 1,850, 000 See inc 
Appropriations to date _- enews ean 2, 729, 000 36 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_- - aia altuna | 1, 300, 000 | 53 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__-..._.-- oes ...:----| 3, 671,000 5 
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PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Earth fill. 

Height: 77 feet. 

Length (included 500 feet of dike): 2,200 feet. 
Spillway: 

Type: Uncontrolled; side channel ogee. 

Capacity (maximum pool: 37,780 cubic feet per second. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre feet 
ES «2-5 5. ca nbubekcudsanassoudeadsnudesiere oes 11, 600 
Sc aniniGeda ina nase ni esiiatia bd hi hben ait dies n 200 
Dead storage ___-- - cnGEs Sain ee aes adamw ce kwon aneiecuewe 200 
eee pia Ste datas aches Mls sini ae 12, 000 


Status (Jan. 1, 1968) 


Completion 
schedule 








| 
Bie oo 
INNO, 0 io ania a oding in cugnetendinuin tbvebae peewee: | 18 | June 1961. 
ionic ccingc niche prekmentseninkininidhenehbhahteennwesetesl 25 | June 1960. 


Relocations -. 1 catia laicagetaeinatiia-eokch tacgdeleleata DSi TERE ca nie December 1960. 
Dam and appurtenances... reiieiiniomes + nepididdcibannd teen aiindamtnie aids piebdbibcatid kaw June 1961. 








JUSTIFICATION 


The project will afford substantial protection to towns in the upper Lacka- 
wanna River Valley, particularly Carbondale and Olyphant. The Vacate 
River flows through the heart of the anthracite coal mining region of Pennsyl- 
vania. Concentrated mining, residential, commercial, industrial, and transpor- 
tation developments line its banks and valley slopes almost continuously from 
Forest City to its mouth, a distance of over 30 miles. The valley has been sub- 
jected to many large general floods and two severe flash floods, all of which have 
caused widespread damages, dislocation of people and industry, and attendant 
suffering. The Stillwater Reservoir would have an effect on all floods of record 
and would be most effective during floods of long duration in that it would reduce 
peak discharges of such floods by more than 30 percent at Carbondale and more 
than 20 percent at Scranton. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,300,000 will be applied as 
follows: 


eee a ea a ee err Serena 
Continue construction of dam and ‘appurtenances te See 1, 030, 000 
Engineering and design_____________- Scale bales wa os oe Eo caer ame 25, 000 
Supervision and administration ___.......-.-------. twos eee akan 95, 000 

PN SL. chias Wahes nie ibinnh eden bins wae ieee 1, 300, 000 


Funds requested for fiscal year 1959 will advance construction of the main 
contract for the dam, spillway, and outlet works to about 36 percent of completion 
and provide for continued acquisition of land in the reservoir area consistent with 
progress on dam construction. 

Non-Federal costs.— None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$7,600,000 is a decrease of $2,500,000 from the latest estimate ($10,100,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. There was a $123,000 decrease in the estimate for road and 
railroad relocations based on receipt of favorable bids; a $226,000 decrease in the 
estimate for utility relocations based on design changes; and a $2,151,000 reduc- 
tion in the estimate for the dam and appurtenances based on design changes and 
recent bid experience for similar work. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost; June 30, year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1960 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages. -..............-.-.--.- $540, 000 $102, 700 $210, 500 $150, 000 $76, 800 
Sia ili eeeeepeiaes “alee 688, 000 247, 300 RE Diicititetinninaael 54, 000 
=—e lnkctigeicemesimiteneeninnineelianaeeede LF eee 20, 000 40, 000 |.......... 

A i Te Se Oe bee tcieecocns 308,000 | 1,450,000 3, 272, 000 
Daildinigs: grounds, and utilities_...._..__- WET Ve caclcecuasinaebeubaapankbaungwesnood 12, 000 
Permanent operating equipment. --..-.....- FOE Bee sercuitinnpiiliansnsn aie sien 10, 000 
Engineering and design.................... 700, 000 423, 000 230, 600 21, 400 
Supervision and administration. ....-....- 560, 000 43, 200 97, 000 135, 000 284, 800 


we? applied cost es funds 








Undistributed iiicataisttnéectntainaink None None one None None 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
Eels wa nkcicke coumiciadeltammats 7, 600, 000 816,200 | 1,252,800 | 1,800,000 3, 731, 000 
Pending adjustments__..................-- None None None None None 
Total cost (Federal funds only)......| 7,600, 000 816,200 | 1,252,800 | 1,800,000 3, 731, 000 
Undelivered orders. .......................]----------.. 62, 600 37, 400 60, 000 —160, 000 
Total obligations. ..............--- sled iacadiidadt 878, 800 1, 290, 200 1, 860, 000 3, 571, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING pe 
I iucinsunt.<rorminin eprint eine ieee SOR GRO EWG OOD be ecses ccc tksbewikcenecnne 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956.....}........---- 79, 000 |__ ‘i seeiininiy 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_.__-_|........-.--  eilhensaliieamsaios 200 660, 608: J.e..5224..-. 
Total funds available for obligation__|_........... 879,000 | 1,850,200 | 1,860,000 3, 571, 000 
en rane arene non UecARUG Wel heii eles , 300, 000 3, 571, 000 


Mr. Cannon. There is a decrease of $2.5 million in the estimated 
cost of this project, and it is explained as being due to design changes 
and favorable bids. What were those design changes and how much 
of the decreased cost was due to redesigning? 

Colonel Rensuaw. I do not have details of the effect of design 
changes here. We open bids on that project the day after tomorrow 
for the main dam. 

Mr. Cannon. Suppose you insert that at this point. 

Colonel Re.sHaw. Yes, sir. We open bids Wednesday and we will 
insert that in the record, sir. 

(The information requested follows:) 

The design changes involved the spillway and utility relocations, resulting in 
a decrease in the estimated cost of $1,042,000. 

Bids for construction of the dam were opened on April 16, 1958. The low bid 


was $3,038,376.50, which compared favorably with the Government estimate of 
$3,408,000. 
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BIDDING TRENDS 


Mr. Cannon. I am much gratified to note that you have had bids 
which were lower than you anticipated. Is that a growing trend of 
the times or are these exceptional instances? 

General Person. I might answer that for the country. In all our 
construction projects that are in the budget for fiscal 1959, our net 
increases and decreases balance off to a net increase of 2.2 percent, 
which is less than the overall cost index increase. 

Mr. Cannon. There are instances in which the bids are less than 
the estimates? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Would you say that is taking place with increasing 
frequency? 

General Prerson. | believe so, sir. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. On Operation and maintenance we will insert pages 
93 through 98. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $11,100,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on 26 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the navigation channels and harbors and anchorages of coastal har- 
bors and waterways by means of dredging, snagging, operation of navigation 
structures, and repairing harbor jetties, periodic inspections and surveys to deter- 
mine conditions of the projects for programing purposes and providing navigation 
interests with adequate: information on existing channel conditions; :all as author- 
ized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. 








a 


(4 nn age incessant anginpcenete C 
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Mr. Cannon. There are no questions on that. 
Tusspay, Aprit 15, 1958. 
NEW ENGLAND BASIN 


WITNESSES 


BRIG. GEN. A. K. SIBLEY, DIVISION ENGINEER, NEW ENGLAND 

COL. H. W. PENNEY, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS 

COL. WARREN R. JOHNSON, ASSISTANT DIVISION ENGINEER, 
NORTH ATLANTIC DIVISION 


JOHN W. LESLIE, CHIEF, ENGINEERING DIVISION, NEW ENGLAND 
DIVISION 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up the New England Basin. 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Under general investigations we will insert pages 3 and 4 and 5 in 
3 = 5 
the transcript. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies—The amount of $36,000 is requested for completion of 
5 reports during fiscal year 1959. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 














Totalesti- | Allocation | Tentative Additional 
Study mated | _ prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
| | 
Maine: Carvers Harbor__.................--..- $9, 800 | $2, 800 $7, 000 0 
Massachusetts: | | 
Marblehead Harbor_...................___. 8, 000 2, 000 | 6, 000 0 
Sesuit Harbor................ See 12, 500 2, 500 10, 000 0 
Rhode Island: 
Pawtuxet Cove............-. bs tedewe sees 8, 000 1, 500 | 6, 500 0 
II ic ncstenactgemescaec tp aicesinceniteceal 9, 000 2, 500 6, 500 0 
ibd kcdeite ccd biiiadiinihwnnndslaaecn 47, 300 11, 300 36, 000 0 


(b) Flood-control studies —The amount of $240,200 is requested for prosecution 
of 7 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit completion of 
4 reports and progress on 3 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 





Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 











Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
Uonnecticut: 
Connecticut River, Conn., Vt., Mass., 
IS Ti Dna viconeiersiiecsidceltinnededimunmientin $294, 000 $199, 000 $95, 000 0 
Coastal rivers, Connecticut, Rhode Island, 
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and | 
a en Ee 190, 000 1, 200 5, 000 $183, 800 
Thames River, Conn. and Mass__........- 115, 000 78, 800 36, 200 | 0 
Massachusetts: 
Housatonic River, Mass. and Conn_......- 175, 000 140, 000 35, 000 0 
Merrimack River, Mass. and N. H_-...--- 125, 000 24, 000 29, 000 72, 000 
New York: Westchester County streams_...__- 50, 000 10, 000 20, 000 20, 000 
Rhode Island: Blackstone River, R. IL. and 
Pct Na os cigkcaid pinpemnngdnetignaeeebesienmae 95, 000 75, 000 20, 000 0 
Ess iaciisinciinsenasDsictassbceacain eg eachaleaaan a lle 1, 044, 000 528, 000 | 240, 200 275, 800 
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(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies—The amount of $22,600 is requested for 

prosecution of 4 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit com- 

letion of 3 reports and progress on | other. Tentative allocations by studies 
ollow: 


Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 


Study mate prior to allocation | to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
Massachusetts: 
EE Sidchdadnccepepatnnthanadelasenel $5, 000 0 $5, 000 0 
I ick cond sins bodecsd Glinlaiaoeiip cease 5, 000 0 5, 000 0 
New York: 
Fire Island-Jones Inlet_...................- 10, 000 0 10, 000 0 
PORES GIOIA 6. occ ciescvncdcucscsecscduads 20, 000 0 2, 600 $17, 400 
TE. di de MUSA ALM Se 40, 000 0 22, 600 17, 400 
Grafid total...................- ad 1, 131, 300 $539, 300 298, 800. 293, .00 





REPROGRAMING FOR FLOOD CONTROL STUDIES 


Mr. Cannon. General Sibley, you indicated to us last year that it 
might be necessary to readjust the estimates and figures you submitted 
to us. 

I notice in the estimate which came down that you have made some 
very drastic reprograming. In fact it does not appear to be the same 
proposition. 

CONNECTICUT RIVER 


For example, on your flood control studies you said last year the 
Connecticut River would cost only $120,000 and that you would 
finish it this year. It was to be completed in fiscal year 1959. 

» Now you tell us it will cost $294,000 and you will need an additional 
$95,000 for 1959. 

How do we harmonize the discrepancy in the 2 estimates and in the 
2 programs? 

General Sistey. Mr. Chairman, I would point out that I was not 
testifying officer last year, sir. This is my first time before the 
committee. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, when I refer to the witness you understand 
I mean the Department. 

General Sisuey. I do, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The Department testified last year they would need 
only $120,000. Now the same Department comes in and tells us you 
need $294,000 and that you need additional appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1959. 

General Srstey. Yes, sir. 

You will recall, sir, from last year’s testimony, that the testifying 
officer indicated that since the preparation of the justification sheets 
which were submitted to the committee last year it was estimated 
that an additional $355,000 would be required for the completion of 
the Northeast flood studies. That figure is in his testimony of last 
year, I believe, sir. 

He also indicated in his testimony that $225,000 would be required 
for streams in Maine and New Hampshire which had never been 
budgeted and were not included in the amounts. 


grecer ei, 


\ 
} 








124 


This estimated $355,000 increase of which $349,000 actually occur- 
red during 1957, and was testified to last year before the committee 
and the $225,000 for Maine and New Hampshire Rivers, brought the 
total amount, as was indicated to the committee in the testimony 
of last year, to $1,255,000. This is right in the final statement of the 
testifying officer under general investigations. 

Mr. Cannon. These increases you mentioned, General Sibley, are 
all in this item? 

General Sintey. They are all in general investigations under 
Northeast flood studies, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. This specific item before us now is the Connecticut 
River. Are all under that category? 

General Srstey. The $349,000 is broken down among all of the 
basins in the Northeast studies and the amount for the Connecticut 
River is a $95,000 increase as given last year. I wanted to point out, 
sir, that the only—— 

Mr. Cannon. We understand that the item before us at this time 
is the Connecticut River study. 

General Srstey. That is correct, sir. Of the amount in the Con- 
necticut River the increase was $95,000 last year and $79,000 this 
year. This bring the total estimated Federal cost to $294 000 as 
compared to $120,000 before. 


COASTAL RIVERS 


Mr. Cannon. On the coastal rivers study, General Sibley, we were 
told last year that $10,000 had been allocated prior to 1958. 

General Srstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon: That is prior to the current year? 

General Sistey. That is right. 

Mr. Cannon. Now you say in the estimate before us that only 
$1,200 had been alloc ated prior to 1959. How do you explain that 
situation? Why aren’ <0 using the $60,000 program for this year? 

General Srntey. The chairman is absolutely correct, sir, that in 
the justification document presented to the committee last year the 
amount of allocations prior to 1958 as submitted to the committee 
showed $10,000. 

During 1957, and this did not come out in last vear’s testimony 
but had actually occurred at that time, $9,800 had been transferred 
away from the‘coastal rivers, leaving only $200 remaining as allocated 
prior to 1958 for that item. Therefore the budget sheet last year 
correctly should have shown $200 allocated prior to 1958. 

In 1958, sir, we requested and received an appropriation of $60,000, 
making the total allocation prior to 1959 $60,200. 

During 1958 there was a transfer away from the coastal rivers as 
reported to this committee and to the Senate committee in General 
[tschner’s letter of January 7 of this year in the amount of $59,000, 
leaving a remaining allocation prior to 1959, as submitted in the 
justification sheet before you now, sir, of $1,200. 

Mr. Cannon. In that respect, then, the testimony of last year 
was inaccurate. 

General Ststey. The justification sheet was out of date last year, 
sir. It had not been changed and should have been. 
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MERRIMACK RIVER 


Mr. Cannon, Along this same line, last year we were told the 
Merrimack River study would cost $50,000. Now we are surprised 
to find in the estimates that it will cost $125,000. You mentioned that 
in the general increase, but specifically we were told last year it would 
be $50,000. Now it is $125,000. 

General Sistey. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. We were proceeding last year, at least the committee 
was proceeding, on a mistaken basis. 


HOUSATONIC RIVER 


Last year you told us that you would complete the Housatonic 
River survey, and $125,000 was allocated for the current year. Now 
you are asking an additional $35,000 for 1959. Why that discrepancy? 

You see, General, the committee gets from you the facts upon which 
we base these appropriations. We got one impression as of last year 
and make appropriations on that basis. This year we find we must 
proceed on an entirely different basis. 

What about this discrepancy on the Housatonic River? 

General Stntey. The Chairman has asked two questions, sir, on 
the Merrimack and the Housatonic. 

Do you wish me to answer on both of them? 


MERRIMACK RIVER 


Mr. Cannon. First take the Merrimack River. 

General Srptey. You asked first the difference in estimated Fed- 
eral costs on the Merrimack River as presented last year and this 
year. If I may answer that question first, sir, it was given last year as 
$50,000. It is given this year as $125,000 in the justification sheet. 

Last year’s testimony, which I referred to, by the testifying officer, 
indicated an overall increase of $349,000 for all of the basins in the 
budget for flood-control studies. 

Mr. Cannon. You are considering that as part of the lump sum? 

General Sintey. And the amount for the Merrimack in that 
$349,000 increase was $75,000, bringing the total to $125,000 this 
vear, sir. That was testified to before the committee last year 


HOUSATONIC RIVER 


Mr. Cannon. Now the Housatonic River. 

General Stptey. You asked the difference in allocations prior to 
1958 on the Housatonic. 

As submitted to the committee last year the figure was $82,000. 
Transferred during 1957 to the Housatonic project was an amount 
of $23,000, which brought the correct allocation prior to 1958, which 
should have been shown in the justification sheets last year, to 
$105,000. 


Mr. Cannon. But it was not shown in the justifications last year. 
General Srstey. Correct, sir. 


‘The 1958 appropriation requested and received was $24,000, which 
with the $105,000 made the allocations prior to 1959 $129,000. 
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On the 7th of January of this year General Itschner informed both 
committees that $11,000 had been transferred to the Housatonic, 
which brought the $129,000 to the figure of $140,000 which is the 
amount shown in the justification sheet before the committee today, 
sir. 
Mr. Cannon. General, why couldn’t we have known that last year 
when we were preparing the approriation bill? 

General Sintey. Might I point out, sir, that the most important 
aspect of this was given to the committee during last year’s testimony, 
namely, the large increase of $349,000 is all of these. 

Mr. Cannon. Speaking now of the lump sum? 

General Srstey. Estimated Federal cost, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. In the same category, General Sibley, comes the 
Blackstone River study. Last year that was estimated at $40,000. 
We are disconcerted to find this year it is $95,000. 

General Sistey. If the chairman will recall, sir, I answered this 
question on the lump sum just a moment ago. I will be glad to go 
through it again. 

Mr. Cannon. No. Your estimate again is a lump-sum matter. 
At the time the committee made this appropriation last year we made 
it while we were under the impression that the estimate was $40,000. 


BEACH EROSION COOPERATIVE STUDIES 


You have four cooperative beach-erosion studies scheduled for 
1959. Why are these necessary at this time, General Sibley? 

General Srsuiey. I would like to point out to the chairman, sir, that 
there are only two cooperative beach-erosion studies in New England— 
the ones for Falmouth and New Bedford, totaling $10,000. They are 
on page 5 of the justification sheets, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. On page 5 of the justifications we have the Fire 
Island-Jones Inlet, $10,000. Also there is Nassau County at $20,000. 
The total is $30,000. Also we have $5,000 for Falmouth and $5,000 
for New Bedford. 

Colonel Penney. Those in New York are out of his area, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Falmouth and New Bedford are in your area. 

General Sistey. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You have 2 cooperative beach-erosion studies, then, 
and the other 2 are in New York? 

General Sistey. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Why are those two beach-erosion studies necessary? 

General Ststey. The beach-erosion problems at Falmouth have 
been quite severe, as at New Bedford. These studies have both been 
authorized by the Congress, sir, and they are cooperative studies 
where the State has put up 50 percent of the money. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Fogarty? 

Mr. Focarty. General, under general investigations in New 
England you have only two navigation projects in Rhode Island, 
Pawtuxet Cove and Point Judith. 

General Srstey. Yes, sir. 
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PAWTUXET COVE NAVIGATION STUDY 


Mr. Focarty. Where do they stand now? Eight thousand dollars 
is estimated for Pawtuxet Cove. You have already allocated $1,500. 

General Srsiey. Fifteen hundred dollars was requested and au- 
thorized last year by the Congress to complete the preliminary 
examination on Pawtuxet Cove. 

The preliminary examination has been substantially completed, is 
favorable, and $6,500 is requested in this budget to complete the survey 
for Pawtuxet Cove. 

Mr, Fogarry. When will that be completed? 

General Sintey. That will be completed in fiscal year 1959, sir. 

Mr. Focartry. Then what is the next step? 

General Srputey. The survey report, if favorable, will be submitted 
by me to the Chief of Engineers, and if approved by the board of 
engineers for rivers and harbors and cleared by other Federal 
agencies, the Bureau of the Budget, it will be submitted to the Con- 
gress with a favorable recommendation. 

Mr. Fogarty. About how long will that take if everything is 
favorable? 

General Stntey. The process varies, sir, depending on the attitude 
of the State and other Federal agencies. 

A normal time would be approximately 6 to 8 months. 


POINT JUDITH NAVIGATION STUDY 


Mr. Fogarry. Give me the same story as to the Point Judith 
project. 

General Srstey. Mr. Fogarty, you will recall that Point Judith 
was included in the 1958 budget by the Senate. It was not in the 
Chief of Engineers’ budget request of last year. 

The Senate added $2,500 in the budget last year to complete a pre- 
liminary examination for Point Judith. That preliminary examina- 
tion has been substantially completed, is favorable, and we have in- 
cluded the sum of $6,500 in the budget this year in order to make a 
survey report and findings in connection with the Point Judith navi- 
gation project. 

Mr. Focarry. When do you expect that survey will be completed? 

General Stnutey. That survey also will be completed in fiscal year 
1959, sir. 

BLACKSTONE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL STUDY 


Mr. Focarry. On page 4, the Blackstone River project which was 
just talked about, the initial estimated cost was $40,000. Now it is 
$95,000. Would you tell us again the reason for that being raised. 

General Sintey. The testifying officer last year indicated that all 
of the Northeast flood studies would have an increase in estimated 
Federal costs of $349,000. Fifty-five thousand dollars of that amount 
was an increase in the Blackstone. This the committee was informed 
of last year, sir. 

There has been no further increase this year in the cost of those 
studies. 
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Mr. Focarry. You have already allocated $75,000 on this project 
and you are allocating $20,000 for next fiscal year? 

General Sistey. $75,000 is the corrected allocation prior to 1959 as 
the result of several transfers, sir. That is the correct figure to date. 

I will be glad to explain how we arrived at that if you like, sir. 

Mr. Fogarty. All right. 

General Sistey. We are requesting, in addition to the $75,000 
allocated prior to 1959, an amount of $20,000 in the budget request 
this year, sir. 

Mr. Focarty. What is the status of this project? 

General Srstey. The interim report on the Blackstone has been 
submitted and we propose to complete the final report on the entire 
Blackstone Basin during fiscal 1959. The $95,000 currently available 
to us, with the appropriation of the funds requested this year, will 
permit us to complete all studies in the Blackstone Basin from its 
origin in Massachusetts clear down to Fox Point. 

Mr. FoGarty. So you should have no further problems when you 
get through with the Blackstone River. 

General Ststuy. We hope we will be able to find favorable recom- 
mendations on sufficient projects to provide a high degree of flood- 
control protection in the Blackstone Basin, sir. 


APPONAUG COVE STUDY 


Mr. Fogarty. What progress has been made on the Apponaug 
Cove project? 

General Srptey. We are currently conducting a study in Apponaug 
Cove in Narragansett Bay for a small-boat basin and anchorage. [| 
anticipate that the study will be favorable. It is not completed. 

Upon completion of the study on Apponaug Cove it will be sub- 
mitted to the Chief of Engineers with our recommendations. 


POINT JUDITH STUDY 


Mr. Focarty. What about the Point Judith project? 

General Srstey. We are also conducting an investigation now, sir— 
conducting a preliminary examination on Point Judith. 

Local interest for several years has desired a protected anchorage 
in Point Judith Pond, which is a salt water pond beyond a barrier 
reef. 

There is a shortage of protected boat anchorages in Long Island 
Sound toward the eastern end of the Northern Shore. This we feel 
is a needed anchorage, and although the preliminary examination is 
not complete at the present time, sir, indications are that it will be 
favorable and that we will be in a position to recommend favorably 
the creation of that anchorage. 


NEWPORT HARBOR 


Mr. Focartry. What other projects are you working on in the 
southern part of Rhode Island long the seacoast? 

General Srstey. Early this spring we held a hearing in Newport, 
R. I., where the local interests are anxious to have an obstruction to 
navigation removed in the navigation channel at Newport. There is 
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an old pier which was abandoned and the old piling was cut off below 
the surface of the water and it is shoaled in. They have asked to have 
this obstruction to navigation removed and some dredging work per- 
formed in the Newport Harbor Basin. 

We are completing a study on this now, sir, which I should have 
finished in June, and preliminary indications are that this will also be 
a favorable and justified project to undertake, sir. 

Mr. Focarry. Any others? 


HURRICANE TIDAL BARRIERS 


General Sirpuey. Yes, sir. In addition to that there is in the 
omnibus bill at. the present time an authorization for the first of the 
hurricane tidal barriers in New England which have been recom- 
mended by my office to be constructed at Fox Point across the Provi- 
dence, R. I. This is a project with an estimated Federal cost of 
about $17.4 million, as I recall it, and it is similar to another project 
in New Bedford of the same magnitude—about $16 million. 

In addition to this we have a study under way now, sir, for a 
hurricane barrier that is designed to protect the entire area of Narra- 
gansett Bay. ‘This is a most ambitious project and it is now being 
coordinated with other Federal agencies. 

Mr. Focarty. Before I ask any questions about the Fox Point 
barrier and the New Bedford barriers, how are we progressing on the 
two lower bay barriers, the east and west passages? What is hold- 
ing up these studies? 

General Srstey. This is what I referred to before which is being 
coordinated with other Federal agencies. 

Specifically to answer your question 

Mr. Focarty. Tell me how much progress has been made since the 
Corps of Engineers testified a year ago. 

General Stntey. We have continued studies in the Narragansett 
Bay model at the waterways experiment station at Vicksburg to deter- 
mine the flushing time of the bay should these barriers be constructed 
across the entrance. There has been some question as to the possible 
pollution problem resulting from these barriers. 

Mr. Foearty. That has not- been selved yet to your satisfaction? 

General Srstey. That is under process of study, sir. It has not 
been solved and it is a very difficult engineering problem, as I am sure 
the Congressman will: understand. 

Also we are coordinating with the Navy Department now the 
question of the size of the opening in the east channel which is the 
main navigation channel inasmuch as the Navy Department is very 
concerned about the possibilities of bottling up a substantial portion 
of the Atlantic Fleet which is frequently anchored in Narragansett Bay. 

The main problem there is, sir, if the Navy requires an opening 
larger than 1,000 feet, in order to realize the hurricane protection 
benefits from this barrier some form of gate will have to be designed 
and provided for this opening. 

It is in 300 feet of water and 1,000 feet wide, and it poses probably 
one of the most challenging problems to the engineering ‘profession 
today, as I know of no gaté which ever has been designed that large. 

(Norr.—Later information was furnished that the maximum depth 
of water is approximately 175 feet.) 
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Mr. Fogarty. When you were talking about this same project 
a year ago you had a problem with Navy. Have you made further 
progress with regard to that problem? 

eneral Sisuey. We have made good progress. I have been in con- 
stant touch with the Navy Department, through Admiral Snacken- 
berg, Commandant of the First Naval District, and with the Secretary 
of the Navy. 

The matter stands at the moment with the Secretary of the Navy 
who is considering my latest recommendations to him, which I sent 
in about a month ago, sir. 


FOX POINT BARRIER 


Mr. Fogarty. Now as to the Fox Point barrier which would 
protect the entire city of Providence from future hurricanes, that has 
been authorized by the Congress and it is now awaiting the President’s 
signature in the omnibus public works authorization bill. Is that 
correct? 

General Srsiey. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Focartry. That would cost about $17 million? 

General Sister. Yes, sir, just over that. 

Mr. Focarty. What is the next step? How do we get that built? 
This is all provided the President signs it. 

General Srstey. There are no funds in the present budget request 
for construction of this project inasmuch as the authorizing legislation 
has not yet been enacted. 

Mr. Focarty. That is right. 

General Srsutey. I understand it might be done by tonight, which 
I understand is the deadline for signature. 

Upon enactment of the authorizing legislation the next step would 
be for the appropriation of funds for the project, sir. 

Mr. Fogarty. You mean planning or construction funds? 

General Srstey. Planning funds, sir. 

Mr. Focarty. How much would that be? 

General Stntey. The total estimated amount of money required to 
complete preconstruction planning for the Fox Point barrier is 
$800,000. 

Mr. Fogarty. If the President signs this bill and Congress decides 
to give you the $800,000, is that all you can use in 1 year? 

eneral Srpuey. Sir, without regard to fiscal policy and from purely 
engineering considerations, only $600,000 of that amount could be 
expended in 1959. 

Mr. Fogarty. What was that reason again? 

General Srsuey. I said, “without regard to fiscal policy and from 
purely engineering considerations.” 

Mr. Focarty. What do you mean by “fiscal policy’? 

General Srsuey. I[ referred to the fact that we are not authorized 
to request funds 

Mr. Fogarty. I know that. I am asking you how much this plan- 
ning money would come to and how soon you could get it done. 

eneral Srptey. We could use $600,000 of the total $800,000 
required in fiscal 1959. 

r. Fogarty. It would require $800,000, but all you can use during 
1959 would be $600,000? 
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General S1suey. That is correct. 

Mr. Fogarty. Why couldn’t you use more? 

General Sistey. This is a relatively new type project, sir. A 
tremendous amount of coordination will have to be done with the 
local interests in connection with utility lines and the flow of the 
Providence River which empties into the head of Narragansett Bay 
there. My estimates are that $600,000 would be a sound amount to 
request if we were so authorized, and we could spend that much money, 


sir. 

I rather believe that if we tried to do the entire thing we would not 
make that. much progress next year. 

Mr. Fogarty. What is the benefit-cost ratio of this- particular 
project? 

eneral Sisuny. 2.37 to 1. 

Mr. Focarty. When would the planning be completed if you 
reccived $600,000 for 1959? 

General Srs.tey. Preparation of the design memorandum and the 
plans and specifications could be completed in fiscal year 1960. 

Mr. Fogarty. It would still take 2 years to get this to a point 
where it would be ready for building. 

General Sister. Approximately; sir, yes. 

Mr. Foaarty. Do you think it could be carried on any faster if 
you employed more local architects and engineers? 

General Stntey. We have considered the retention of architects and 
engineers, sir, in our civil works as well as in our military construction 
program in New England. I feel from expenence that we could not 
go any faster if we used architect-engineers on this project, sir. 

Mr. Fogarty. Why not? 

General S1stey. Principally because our own engineering force is 
particularly well experienced and trained for civil works type of 
design. We find that architect-engineers, when we can use them, are 
much better adapted to military-type construction, sir, and therefore 
we try to use them to the maximum extent on military in order to 
free our own design force for the civil -works type of design, of which 
Fox Point is a good example. 

We do, of course, use architect-engineers and will use architect- 
engineers to a minor extent in Fox Point on subordinate design as- 
parts, such as the pumping plant and perhaps for the gates in the 

arrier. 

Mr. Focarry. Some of these engineers to whom I talked claim 
they can do it just as well and perhaps a little faster than you can 
because they are on the scene there and know what the problem has 
been. They have been living there all their lives and have lived with 
this thing. 

General Ststny. I fully understand this, sir. They have said the 


same thing to me. I assure you we will give every consideration to’ 


architect-engineer firms where we can use them to expedite the design 
work on this project. 


NEW BEDFORD PROJECT 
Mr. Focarty. What is the status of the New Bedford-Fairhaven 


project? I assume it is the same because it was authorized at the 
same time and the estimated cost is about the same. Is that right? 
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General Srstey. Estimated cost at Fox Point is $17,100,000. At 
New Bedford it is $16,350,000. 

On the New Bedford project funds for preconstruction planning 
would be required in the amount of $560,000. 

Mr. Fogarty. How much of that could you use ‘in fiscal 1959? 

General Sretery. If the authorizing legislation were enacted, sir, and 
from purely engineering considerations an amount of $460,000 could 
be expended during 1959. 

Mr. Focarty. How long would it take to complete the plans for 
that project? 

General Sistey. Preparation of the design memorandums, plans 
and specifications could be completed in fiscal 1960 for this. 

Mr. Focarty. The same as for Providence? 

General Sister. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fogarty. They would be up for bids for construction at that 
time, some time in 1960? 

General Srsuey. In the spring of 1960, sir. 


DESCRIPTION OF HURRICANE BARRIER PROJECTS 


Mr. Fogarty. Do you have a description of each project? 
--General Sraury. I have them right here. -I can give them to the 
reporter now if you like, sir. 
(The information requested follows:) 


Fox Pornt, ProvipEnce, R. I. 


Description.—The plan selected for the protection of the Upper Narragansett 
Bay against hurricane tidal flooding consists of a barrier located at Fox Point on 
the Providence River, designed to provide protection for the greatest practicable 
area of the center of Providence. This structure would be a 1,100-foot concrete 
gravity dam across the Providence River from Henderson Street on the west 
bank to Fox Point on the east bank. It would include four sluice gates for normal 
river flow, and a pumping:station for passing-river flow under flood conditions. 





New Brprorp-FAarRHAVEN, Mass. 


Description.—The selected hurricane protection plan for the New Bedford- 
Fairhaven area consists of three structures. 

(1) The largest of the 3 is a 4,430 foot earth-fill dike with rock faces and toes 
extending across the main harbor from. the foot of Gifford Street in New Bedford 
to the south end of Palmer Island;'continuing across the harbor to'the intetsection 
of. Fort and Beacon Streets in Fairhaven, then-passing, to the north of historic 
Fort Phoenix. Also, a dike extension will be constructed along the Rodney French 
Boulevard on the New Bedford shore. A navigation opening 150 feet wide, closed 
by means of section gates, is provided in the barrier at the location where it crosses 
the existing 30-foot channel. 

(2) An earth-fill rock-faced dike 4,610 feet long; a concrete gravity wall 1,100 
feet long with a stop-log structure at Cove Road; and second wall 210 feet long 
including a stop-log structure are proposed for tidal protection in the Clark Cove 


area. 

(3) The third structure (Fairhaven dike) will be constructed of earth fill with 
rock facing on the top and seaward slopes. The dike will have a total length of 
3,620 feet. 
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Mr. Fogarty. How are we making out with the Woonsocket 
project? What page is that on? 

General Srpuey. Page 76—a. 

Mr. Cannon. If the gentleman will permit, we are now under 
Investigations and Surveys. We will reach this individual project 
in its order. 

Mr. Focarty. One more question, Mr. Chairman. 


LOWER WOONSOCKET PROJECT 


What other projects do you have under consideration in Rhode 
Island which are not in this budget? 

General Sistey. We have a lower Woonsocket flood control local 
protection works for the district of that city which is presently before 
Congress for authorization. 

Mr. Focarty. Tell me about that and what the status is. 

General Ststey. The Congress authorized a study to be under- 
taken for protection of the lower Woonsocket area in addition to the 
wpe Woonsocket flood protection works which we are building today. 

made a favorable recommendation last year on the lower Woon- 
socket project and the matter has been recently submitted to the 
Congress, sir. 

r. Fogarty. It is up to Congress now to authorize this work 
before you can proceed? 

General Stsuey. The legislation is before Congress now, sir. 


BEACH-EROSION PROJECTS IN RHODE ISLAND 


Mr. Fogarty. Don’t you also have some beach-erosion projects in 
Rhode Island? 

General Srstey. Yes,sir. There are several beach-erosion projects. 
Also there are several beach-erosion studies. 

Mr. Focartry. Where are they? 

General Srtstey. The most important one, sir, is again at Point 
Judith, but this time it is on the barrier reef rather than Point Judith 
salt — beyond the reef. This is a beach-erosion project for the 
beach on the reef. I submitted a favorable recommendation to the 
Beach Erosion Board for beach work last November, as I recall it, 
and that recommendation now is under study and I believe, if it is 
cleared, it will be submitted to the Congress before long. 


SUMMARY OF RHODE ISLAND PROJECTS 


Mr. Focarty. Is there any place where you have a summary of 
these projects you are working on in Rhode Island? 

General Sistey. Not in the present budget justification sheets, 
because that is not in the budget. I will be alad to provide for the 
record a complete summary of that. 
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(The information referred to follows:) 
Bracu ERosiIoN AND NAVIGATION PRoJEcTs AND StupIEs IN RHODE IsLAND 


Beach erosion: 

Projects authorized but not funded: 
Napatree Beach. 
Narragansett pier. 

Authorized examinations and surveys: Matunuck and Misquamicut (com- 

pleted). 
Navigation: 
rojects authorized and funded: Bullocks Point Cove. 

Authorized examinations and surveys: 
Apponaug Cove. 
Bristol Harbor. 
Dutch Island Harbor. 
Fall River. 
Intracoastal Waterway. 
Newport Harbor. 
Pawtuxet Cove. 
Providence River and Harbor. 
Point Judith Harbor. 
Seekonk River. 
Watch Hill Cove. 
Wickford Harbor. 


HURRICANE TIDAL BARRIERS 


Mr. Cannon. I am somewhat intrigued by your reference here to 
these 2 proposed barriers to be constructed in deep water with a 
= 1,000 feet wide. I believe you said the water was 300 feet 

eep? 

General Siptey. That is the maximum depth in the east channel at 
the entrance to Narragansett Bay. 

(Norre.—Later information was furnished that the maximum depth 
of water is approximately 175 feet.) 

Mr. Cannon. It occurs to me, without any engineering training or 
experience whatever, that building a barrier in water 300 feet deep 
simply by dumping in boulders is a rather fantastic proposition. It 
would be difficult to tell what the extent of the project would be. It 
certainly would be impossible to estimate at this time the cost of it, 
though it certainly would be heavy. It occurs to me that running 
one of these supercarriers through that barrier 1,000 feet wide would 
be somewhat. hazardous. 

General Srstuy. We have been giving the highest degree of con- 
centration to the solution of this problem, sir, and I think we have 
some of the finest engineers in the country working with us on it. 
I assure you, Mr. Chairman, that we are fully aware of the engineer- 
ing challenge involved in such a problem. 

Mr. Cannon. After considering the matter, somewhat exhaustively, 
from what you say, and employing the most skillful engineers to be 
secured, the Department declines to include a recommendation of this 
character in the budget. Is that correct? You have no such proposi- 
tion in the budget? 

General S1stey. No, sir; there is nothing in it. 











re 


ocarv 


l- 


| 
| 


135 


UTILIZATION OF EXPERT ENGINEERING ASSISTANCE 


Mr. Cannon. General Sibley, are you supporting this budget and 
defending it as it was sent to us? 

General Srsuey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You speak of present capability in your engineering 
studies. At the same time, you also speak of securing the collabora- 
tion of other engineering experts. The appropriation for that pur- 
pose, as presented by the budget, is rather modest. Do you think you 
could secure this additional expert engineering assistance within the 
budget? 

General S1siey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. In the event you did not need this expert engineering 
assistance, which is quite expensive, the budget would provide more 
than you require for this purpose if you depended solely on your own 
engineering force. 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, first, I would like to point out 
that the deep barrier, which requires coordination with the Navy and 
is the terrific engineering problem which you mention, has not been 
recommended for authorization as yet. It requires further study. 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. I believe General Sibley told us that. It is 
not a part of the budget. The recommendation is against this 
project. General Sibley tells us that he is supporting the budget, 
and I take for granted that you are also supporting the budget as it is 
presented to the committee. 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You do not advocate anything beyond what the 
budget proposes? 

Colonel Penney. We recommend nothing beyond what the budget 
proposes. However, sir, we feel that when asked from an engineering 
standpoint we must inform the committee from the engineering view- 
point what the physical ability would be. 

Mr. Cannon. Among your personnel have you engineers of suffi- 
cient training, ability, and prestige to handle lies problems? 

Colonel Penney. We certainly feel we have people who are emi- 
nently able to handle the problems we recommend or on which we 
state we are able to use money, sir. We also contemplate, however, 
as we do now, the continued use of architect-engineers to supplement 
the efforts of the Corps of Engineers in their engineering. 

Mr. Cannon. Under what circumstances do you have recourse to 
the assistance of outside engineering experts? 

General Stntey. May I answer that question? 

Mr. Cannon. General Sibley. 

General Srstey. In connection with our model tests for this project, 
sir, we have constructed a hydraulic model at the waterways experi- 
ment station in Vicksburg, Miss., which is nearly 300 feet long and 
completely covered. We have used consulting hydraulic engineers 
and others in connection with these model tests, sir, and in connection 
with our design studies of this problem. 

Mr. Cannon. Sometimes you recruit outside engineering consult- 
ants, sometimes you do not. Where is the line bg demarcation be- 
tween those projects on which you rely on your own personnel and 
those on which you employ outside engineering personnel? 
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General Stsntey. In unusual projects, sir, and in projects which 
present particularly novel or unusual engineering challenges we habit- 
ually call in as consultants the finest experts in the country we can 
find on that particular kind of work. It is not considered economical 
to carry on our payroll—I speak for New England, sir, and this is the 
policy of the Chief of Engineers—large numbers of extremely highly 
> rape specialists on problems which we do not encounter every 

ay. 

Mr. Cannon. You have given Mr. Fogarty estimates of $400,000 
and $600,000. Is that ample to provide outside collaboration to 
supplement your engineering personnel, if necessary? 

General Sister. Sir, only $112,000 will be allocated to the Nar- 
ragansett Bay study. 

r. Cannon. This $112,000, then, is ample to provide consulting 
engineers? 

General Ststey. The $112,000, sir, is all we feel we can economically 
use during the fiscal year. 

Mr. Cannon. Inasmuch as you are not advising the construction of 
these barriers or the planning of these barriers, it would not be neces- 
sary for you to employ additional engineering talent. 

eneral Srptey. At this time the funds will be used for studies. 

Mr. Cannon. By your own personnel? 

General Ststey. By the Corps of Engineers, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. By the Corps of Engineers. Does that include both 
naval and outside experts? 

General Srstxy. In our coordination with the Navy Department, 
sir, we presume that the Navy Department will use their own people 
for their analysis. I do not know. That is beyond my dite 

Mr. Cannon. As you say, this is submitted to us with the under- 
standing that, if necessary, you can use outside personnel. 

General Srstey. We would like to be free to use them if we feel they 
are necessary, sir. 

e Mr. Cannon. Then if you do not use them, there is too much money 
ere? 

General Sister. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, it is expensive, as you say, to employ 
outside personnel. You say you will not need outside eitdhitedl Sak 
your routine studies. But you ask for this sum for engineering 
studies. If you are not going to employ outside personnel it is too 
much or, if it is not too much, then you do not have the funds with 
which to employ outside personnel if you determine later that it is 
necessary. 

General Srstey. May I point out to the chairman, sir, that the 
$112,000 requested allocation for this study in fiscal 1959 was prepared 
on the assumption that we may have to call in an occasional outside 
consultant. This would be—— 

Mr. Cannon. If that occasion does not arise, then you have too 
much money. 

General Srstey. This would be a very small, an extremely small 
amount of $112,000, sir. It would amount to considerably less than 1 
percent of the total amount, sir. It is almost impossible to make 
estimates any more accurately than that, sir. 
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Mr. Cannon. The construction of. a unique and unprecedented 
barrier such as this by. dumping boulders in 300 feet of water would 
certainly require the best.and ablest engineers to be secured. 

You have indicated, General Sibley, that on the two projects of the 
upper barrier your estimate would be $1 million. You also tell us 
that you could start this with your present capacities. If your present 
capabilities are sufficient, you do not need it all. 

his committee must make appropriations which involve large sums 
of money. Especially in these critical times we do not have surplus 
money. We will not be able to balance the budget this year. We 
must exercise such economies as can be exercised without militating 
against national defense. So we should have definite data to proceed 
on. 

Either you would need this money or you would not need it. You 
would need part of it or you would not need part of it. You will 
employ expensive additional outside engineering personnel or you will 
not. We would like to kriow what to depend on. You and Colonel 
Penney tell us you are supporting this budget as it is, as it is presented ; 
that you do not recommend additional appropriations. 

Mr. Focarry. I think I should say something, because certainly 
the record is a little bit muddied at this point, as far as I am concerned. 

It is too bad we do not have a chart showing the Narragansett Bay. 


DISCUSSION OF STUDIES CONTAINED IN PENDING LEGISLATION AND IN 
ESTIMATES FOR 1959 


One question was asked General Sibley and I do not think he got 
the import of it, and I do not think Colonel Penney did. When the 
chairman asked you if you could carry on these studies within your 
budget, I think you asa yes, but I do not think you understood what 
he meant. He meant within the amount now in the budget for 1959. 
I was asking you, provided the President signs the omnibus public 
works bill including the upper bay barrier, which is in the bill as 
passed by Congress, and if we then decide to appropriate funds to 
get this project started, how much could you use in fiscal 1959, pro- 
vided Congress took that initiative? As I understand it, you said 
that it would cost about $800,000 for the planning of this upper bay 
barrier, and you could use $600,000 in 1959 if Congress saw fit to 
provide it. 

General Ststxy. The lower bay? 

Mr. Foearry. The upper bay. 

Then I asked you about a similar type of project in the New Bed- 
ford-Fairhaven area which would cost $16 million, and you said that 
would cost about $560,000, of which you could use about $460,000 
in 1959. 

That means about $1 million over and above the budget which 
you are justifying. You are up here to justify what you have before 
you. I am asking you these questions, and I expect you to answer 
them, about what capabilities you have if Congress decides to appro- 
priate some funds, which it is not unusual for Congress to do. This 
committee has recommended it several times.. Two years ago the 
committeé «recommended “an appropraition of $1,500,000» for this 
study before the President signed the authorization for it. He signed 
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the authorization for it by the time this bill was brought out onto the 
floor a couple of years ago. 

These two upper bay barriers, Fox Point barrier and the New 
Bedford barrier, are the only two that you have made any recom- 
mendations on. Is that right? 

General Srstey. That is correct. 

Mr. Focarty. The lower bay barrier is the one which the chairman 
has referred to as being in 300 feet of water and a 1,000-foot opening. 
You have come to no conclusion on the lower bay barriers and you 
have made no recommendation and there is nothing before the 
Congress. You have not made any recommendations because of the 
—— of pollution on the one hand, and the problem with the 

Yavy on the east coast passage on the other hand. Those are the 
two reasons that you have not at this time been able to make any 
recommendation. So we are not talking about those. 

When Congress authorized these projects, Fox Point and New 
Bedford, it was with the understanding that we were not considering 
these other two lower bay barriers which are presenting these engi- 
neering problems. There were no engineering problems to the two 
barriers you have recommended, as far as you are concerned. 

General Sister. No. 

Mr. Focarty. You made recommendations that they be built and 
Congress has authorized that they be built. That bill is awaiting 
the President’s signature now. 

General Sistey. That is correct. 

Mr. Fogarty. Therefore, the question, could you absorb this 
$600,000 and $400,000 within your present funds, is something you 
would have to answer, but I thought you did not get the import of 
the question when it was asked, because certainly that $600,000 and 
$400,000 had nothing to do with the budget which you have before 
us at this time. 

Also, a statement was made which I ‘think confused the issue a 
little bit on the Fox Point and New Bedford barriers, which affects 
Rhode Island and Massachusetts. The question was asked in a 
general way, if you did not recommend it then you are against it. 

, I do not think that is quite right. You have not recommended 
these two lower bay barriers; but the reason is that you have not been 
able to come up with satisfactory answers as far as engineering and 
pollution on the one hand, and the problem you have with the Navy 
on the other. 

« It is also possible that. you would not have a 1,000-foot opening in 
that east bay passage. It.is.also possible, from what the Navy tells 
me, that it might be a smaller one, which would reduce the engineering 
problem which you have now. 

Those are 2 or 3 of the things I wanted to clear up. Mr. Chairman, 
Congress authorized the study which was made on these, spending 
$4 million or $5 million to get to the point where we are now. In 
1938 we lost about 300 lives in Rhode Island in the hurricane and it 
cost $120 million. In 1954 it cost us between $90 million and $100 
million more. The only way this low area in the State of Rhode 
Island, which is the industrial heart of Rhode Island, can be protected 
is by the building of such a barrier as the Army engineers have recom- 
mended. This Fox Point barrier we are talking about, and the New 
Bedford barrier, are authorized by Congress, and awaiting the Presi- 
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dent’s signature in the omnibus bill now. Those are the two I wanted 
to talk about today, not so much the other two. I wanted to find out 
what progress has a made on the study of the other two lower bay 
barriers, but I did not want them to be confused with what we are 
trying to get started now, which is the Fox Point and New Bedford 
barriers. 

When I asked the question about hiring additional local architects 
and engineers, it was because I asked the same question a couple of 
years ago when your predecessor was here, General Fleming, and I 
think General Itschner was here at that time. I think he recom- 
mended that additional architects and engineers be hired to expedite 
some of the work because of the recent floods which had taken place 
in New England at that time. 

Because the question was raised, I know additional architects and 
engineers were hired due to the additional work you had on your 
shoulders. 

You give us the explanation that practically 75 percent of the 
military construction is being handled by local architects and engineers 
and 25 percent by your own engineers, and on civilian work it is just 
the opposite. Is that what you said? On civilian work you handle 
about 75 or 80 percent of the work and you let out only about 20 or 
25 percent, but on military work it is just the opposite? 

General Sistey. Those figures are approximately correct. 

Mr. Fogarty. Have I cleared the air a little bit? It seemed to 
me as though we were getting a little far afield. Am I wrong in any- 
thing I have said? 

General Sister. No, sir. Everything you have said is substantially 
correct. I agree with you. 

Mr. Focarry. At the same time, I do not want to force information 
out of you which is going to get you in any trouble. I understand 
what your orders are when you come up here. 

I also hope that no witness on that side of the table will refuse to 
answer any question, especially if it pertains to engineering or the 
capabilities of the Army engineers as to what could be accomplished 
if Congress took some action. I would hope you would give us an 
honest answer and not some doubletalk just because you have orders 
to justify the President’s budget which is before us. Many of us do 
not agree with the view of the Bureau of the Budget many times, 


_ especially in the last 3 or 4 years. 


Mr. Cannon. Mr. Boland. 


CONNECTICUT RIVER STUDY 


Mr. Botanp. The $95,000 for the Connecticut River flood control 
study completes the study of the river. Is that so? That will com- 
plete it on the general investigations. 

General Ststey. No, sir. 

Mr. BoLanp. That study embraces a study of all the tributaries 
and streams which empty into the Connecticut, does it? 

General Siptey. Yes, sir. May I point out to you, Mr. Boland, 
that the Connecticut River Basin is the only New England river basin, 
as I said in answer to the chairman’s question earlier, which has had 
an increase in estimated Federal cost this year. The amount is 
$79,000. I simply point out the fact that as we proceed further in 
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the Northeast flood studies which were authorized in 1955 immediately 
after the floods, we find that the very hasty estimates which were 
made rapidly at that time become subject to amendment as we get 
further and further into the river basins. 

It is particularly true in the Connecticut that tributary reservoir 
sites are extremely difficult to find. 

I made this point, sir, to indicate that we are not positive that we 
will not have to do some more investigations in the Connecticut in 
order to complete our studies next year. However, the present 
amount we consider at the moment to be sufficient to complete the 
entire basin study. 

Mr. Bowanp. You ‘mean the ‘$95,000 which -you ask for 1959 is 
sufficient ‘to complete the entire Connecticut River Basin study? 

General Srstey. With the allocations prior to fiscal 1959, that 
should be enough to complete the entire study. 

Mr. Bouanp. Plus the $95,000 which you have in 1959. You have 
asked for $95,000 for 1959, have you not? 

General Sistey. That is correct, Mr. Boland. 

Mr. Botanp. That is for the Connecticut River Basin alone. 

General S1suey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boutanp. You expect to complete this study by the end of 
fiscal 1959? 

General Sister. We expect to complete the studies with the funds 
requested in the present budget, sir. 

r. BoLtanp. Yes, because you-require no additional fuads to com- 
plete this particular investigation after the fiscal year 1959 funds are 
available and given to you. 

General Srsutey. Yes, sir. I merely made the statement to indicate 
that we may run into some more trouble on this, sir. I hope now that 
we shall be able to finish the studies for this amount. 

Mr. Botanp. One of the larger tributaries that empties into the 
Connecticut is the Chicopee River, which has given considerable diffi- 
culty and a great number of problems to the people who reside in that 
river basin. --Does this'study of the Connecticut-River control, about 
which we are now talking, also embrace a study of the Chicopee River 
and its relation to the flood problem on the Connecticut? 

General Srsuey. It does, sir. 


CHICOPEE RIVER AND LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 


Mr. Bouanp. One of the projects which has been reeommended at. 
least) by some of the officials in that-area is a local protection project 
in Chicopee, Mass., and specifically in Chicopee Falls, Mass., which 
would be costly to the community and I presume it would be costly 
to the Federal Government, too, in its share of it. Legislation has 
been filed for the project. As yet no report has been made by the 
corps. When does the corps expect to have a report on it? 

eneral Srstey. Our study of the Chicopee Falls local protection 
work is practically completed now, sir, as a part of the Chicopee 
subbasin overall study. 

Mr. Botanp. But you will not have a report on it until you file a 
report for the entire Connecticut River Basin, is that it? 

General Sister. Our present plan, sir, is to complete and submit a 
report for the Chicopee subbasin of the Connecticut River Basin by 
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December of 1958. However, we have found that an earlier project 
in the Chicopee River, West Brookfield Reservoir, had an unfavorable 
benefit-cost ratio and we are now endeavoring to locate an alternate 
reservoir site in the upper Chicopee. This means that if the Chicopee 
Falls local protection work, on which the study is now substantially 
complete, is retained in the overall Chicopee Basin report, it may be 
a number of months before it can be submitted. _ 

Mr. Botanp. On an important project such as this one, at least 
important in the eyes of the people who live in the area and the officials 
who are concerned about the flood menace up there, does the corps 
ever give interim reports before the general, overall report is made? 

General S1stey. This has been done frequently in the past. 


WEST BROOKFIELD PROJECT 


Mr. Botanp. You mentioned thé West Brookfield project. This is 
the first knowledge I had of any such project. When did the West 
Brookfield project develop? 

General Ststey. It was part of the studies for the overall Chicopee 
Basin, sir, and one of the most promising reservoir sites in the basin. 
It would provide flood protection for Chicopee Falls and downstream 
benefits on the Connecticut. However, an unfavorable benefit-cost 
ratio was found in that project, and we are now endeavoring to find an 
alternate reservoir site to replace it. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you very much for those answers. I just want 
to ask a general question of Colonel Penney. 


PURCHASE OF GOVERNMENT DREDGES 


Last year on the question of navigation projects, and specifically 
with reference to the dredging on these projects or the maintenance 
and operation of navigation projects, rivers and harbors, this com- 
mittee expressed some concern, and so stated in its report, that it did 
have some concern with respect to the amount of money which the 
corps spends for dredging. I think we asked in the report that the 
Corps of Engineers look into the feasibility of securing some dredging 
equipment of its own, since dredging is a routine matter which occurs 
yearly and occurs all over the United States. 

I am sorry I was not here yesterday. I understand the general 
did testify on it. I would like to have the answer. What did he say? 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Boland, he said the report had been submitted 
by the Secretary of the Army in February to the chairman of the 
committee as requested. It found that there is some evidence of 
dredging costs rising more rapidly than the general construction price 
index, but it could not be concluded from this study that dredging costs 
were exorbitant. The Chief of Engineers stated that he would keep 
this problem under surveillance and take any corrective action 
which might be indicated, including consideration of the purchase 


' of additional federally owned dredges at such time as that might be 


indicated. 

At present, he reported, there are two dredges that are being 
considered for acquisition by the Corps of Engineers. One 1s a hopper 
dredge for doing work on the Great Lakes. That has actually wn 
put under contract. Another which is being considered af this time 
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is a shallow-draft suction dredge for doing work along the east coast 
in exposed water but where the depth of the water is shallow. Itisa 
Sear urpose dredge. 

e Bota kn. I have not seen the result of the study. I intend to 
ida it because this is a question which I raised in the committee last 
year and it is a question about which I think all members of the com- 
mittee are concerned—the cost of dredging throughout the United 
States. If it is a job which has to be done every year, as it seems it 
must be because there are always figures in these justifications for 
all areas of the country, if this is a routine job and a constant job, a 
yearly job, if the corps can do it cheaper it ought to be done by the 
corps and not by these private dredgers who ofttimes get together and 
decide who will do the work in a particular area and reserve a force in 
some areas. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, General. 
Mr. Cannon. Mr. Jensen. 


’ 


COST OF DREDGING 


Mr. JeNsEN. Speaking of the dredging costs, do the costs run about 
the same whether it is suction dredging or shovel dredging, regardless 
of the location and depth? 

General Sistey. Mr. Jensen, are you asking with particular ref- 
erence to New England? 

Mr. Jensen. No, I am not. I am asking a general question. 

General Sistey. This is a broader question than just New England, 
then, sir, and perhaps the representative of the Office of Chief of 
Engineers would prefer to answer. 

Mr. JENSEN. I am trying to find out what is the cost of different 
kinds of dredging. 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Jensen, it depends on the project. Where 
there are disposal areas readily available and a hydraulic dredge can 
work with a pipeline which is not too long to pump the spoil out into 
the disposal area and not interfere with navigation, hydraulic dredging 
is indicated as the method. 

In New England, it is predominantly the bucket type dredging 
because spoil disposal areas are very scarce, and a lot of the spoil 
disposal has to be done at sea through scows. If you tried to do 
hydraulic pipline dredging, it would be very expensive. 

In exposed water of course it is by hopper dredging where the barge- 
type hydraulic dredges cannot operate safely. 


CONTRACT DREDGING 


Mr. Jensen. Is a lot of your dredging done by the corps or most of 
it by contract? 

Colonel Penney. Most of it is done by contract. The corps does 
have dredging and it has the only hopper type dredging. The con- 
tractors do not have hopper type dredges. 

Mr. Jensen. What do you mean by ‘‘hopper type’’? 
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Colonel Penney. This is a seagoing dredge which has a suction 
aye eens arrangement which pumps the spoil into the bins or hoppers on 
dredge. 

Mr. JensEN. I have seen them operate. I wondered what you 
called the hopper type. I never heard that name given it before. 

Colonel Penney. A majority of the work is done by contract. 

Mr. Jensen. What percentage? 

You may furnish that for the record. 

Colonel Penney. Very well, sir. 

(The information requested follows:) 

About 70 percent of all funds appropriated for dredging work on civil works 
projects is expended on contract work. 

Mr. JENSEN. With the experience the Army engineers have had over 
these many years in all kinds of construction work on rivers and 
harbors, you certainly are able to now determine about what a contract 
should be, about how much should be a fair contract price on almost 
every kind of construction you carry on. 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You have the authority to turn down any bid or group 
of bids you feel are exorbitant. 

Colonel Penney. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You can then have a reletting. 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you do that quite frequently? 


CRITERION FOR DREDGING CONTRACTS 


Colonel PENNEY. Yes, we do, sir. However, there have been some 
good indications during fiscal 1958, Mr. Jensen, with respect to the 
competition on bidding and the decreased number of bids which have 
had to be rejected because of being over the 25 percent limitation. 

Mr. Jensen. What do you mean by “over the 25 percent limitation’’? 

Colonel Penney. All these Government estimates are figured with- 
out profit. If the low bid is less than 25 percent over the Government 
estimate, the Chief of Engineers is permitted to award that contract. 
That includes a reasonable amount for profit, say 10 percent, and 
also recognizes that perhaps the other 15 percent leeway might be 
a reasonable deviation from the Government estimate. Some of the 
bids are higher, and of course sometimes we get lower bids. 

During the first 7 months of fiscal 1958, we found that there were 
138 bids received on 38 contracts for dredging. There was an average 
of 3.6 bidders as compared to an average of only 3 bidders per con- 
tract during the previous 22-month period, and only 4 bids were 
rejected since June 1957, which represents 10 percent of the contracts 
advertised as compared with 18 percent during that previous period. 

Mr. Jensen. You rejected four bids. What was the difference 
between the lowest rejected bid and the bid which you finally accepted? 

Colonel Penney. I would like to furnish that, sir. 

Mr. JensEN. Will you do that for the record? I think that would 
be interesting. 

Mr. Cannon. It will be included in the transcript at this point. 


25230—58—pt. 2——-10 
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(The information requested follows:) 


The information relative to the four rejected bids is as follows: 


Low bid Low bid 








Project initial adver- read ver- 
tisement tisement 
Beals Harbor, Maine_- bese Ss $119, 135 $46, 680 
Atlantic Intracoastal Waterw ay (Wilmington district), N. uke Dian tiglibetinice iskiees 134, 080 117, 600 
SD To na bebtiasaccastipobaauedacount atece 100, 000 (1) 


New York-New Jersey Channel (section 8A)_.......-.-.-----...-.---.------ 32, 500 @) 


1 To be readvertised later in fiscal year 1958. 
2 Work accomplished by Government plant and hired labor at cost of $25,713, 


Mr. JensEeN. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Taber. 

Mr. Taser. I understand that we shall be going over these con- 
struction jobs. 

Mr. Cannon. We shall take them item by item. 

I might call the gentleman’s attention to the fact that we have a 
question of geography here. I note that the New England drainage 
area estimates on page 5 include New York, Fire Island, and Jones 
Inlet, Nassau County, which geographically speaking are not properly 
scheduled. 

Mr. Taser. I will not quarrel with them too much. If they want 
to put it up that way, that is all right for the Fire Island picture and 
the Westchester County streams and that sort of thing. 


ConsTrRUCTION, GENERAL 
ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
WESTVILLE RESERVOIR, MASS. 


Mr. Cannon. Under “Advance engineering and design” we will 
insert pages 7 and 8. We have no questions on that. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND 
DESIGN—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


WEsTVILLE RESERVOIR, MAss. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located on the Quinebaug River, a 
tributary of the Thames River, in the town of Sturbridge, Mass., 2 miles west 
of Southbridge and 59 miles above its confluence with the Shetucket River. The 
plan of improvement provides for a concrete dam, and a reservoir with a storage 
capacity of 12,000 acre-feet. 

Authorization.—1941 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


ee eh om mm Oh ie eee $6, 850, we 
ee ON eS ig ee om ee ee wer eee 

Sen Ue NNAONN Se cL ce ek aoe sukuk es 262 2A eee 0 

eer enlie Je. Siti oes). 22. ce deaise | Use 3). ere 0 
Total estimated project cost____.....---..---- eee 
Preconstruction planning estimate___._..--------- Sane eaeaa 320, 000 
Deeeintions ta dime oo, 1968... ..........-.....-..-..-....-- 179, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959_______-. a alate 141, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal - year 1959_ 0 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Westville project is a unit of the authorized plan for flood control in the 
Thames River Basin. The flood of August 1955 caused damages amounting to 
$61,680,000 in this basin. Had the Westville Dam been in operation at that 
time, damages amounting to $5,500,000 would have been prevented on the Quine- 
baug and Shetucket Rivers. 

In combination with the East Brimfield project, the Westville project will pro- 
vide substantial protection for Southbridge, Mass., and a large measure of protec- 
tion for other downstream communities, including Putnam, Danielson, Jewett 
City, and Norwich, Conn., industrial and business centers on the Quinebaug and 
Thames Rivers. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$6,850,000 -is an increase of $300,000 over the latest estimate ($6,550,000) sub- 
mitted to-Congress; $108,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels, $52,000 
is:for retirement contributions and $140,000 is for recreation facilities. 


CoNSTRUCTION 
BOSTON HARBOR, MASS, 


Mr. Cannon. Under Boston Harbor we will insert pages 9a 
through 14. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 


(NAVIGATION) 
Boston Harsor, Mass. (40-Foot ANCHORAGE AND 35-Foor ARBA) 
(Continuing) 
Badeet eitimats... i ciioc ou enlistees ceetdeceansncel $1, 500, 000 
Revised? Obamas ios: ood sk a a ee cede capa adc 2, 100, 000 
Inoredine in Dadget GSUMNUS. cote~ 625i kook oe de ee 600, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 








1959 budget Increase 

ComGiee Gre. a i A eee lh aa Lee $1, 415, 600 $584, 400 
I Oe Cais sd hi. 3 Sika ones wins wb i cc eet bee 2, 000 0 
Supervision and administration................--...-.---.---.- 82, 400 15, 600 

ON a ced eR eal Ail ch aieeeall 1, 500, 000 600, 000 

Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 

Dredging.........- scene kid eidehWichin 4acebsea ae March 1960___..._- Nov. 1, 1959. 





Location.—Boston Harbor, located on the westerly side of Massachusetts Bay, 
is a well-protected harbor, the inner portion of which has been extensively devel- 
oped for water transportation and covers an area of approximately 47 square 
miles. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— Not evaluated. 





nor s oy repeal 





ie ' 
i 
b : 
ei 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 


a Bs. en kulisaasunbulussasiacudandcut 
Estimated non-Federal cost........-. 
Cash contributions. ............- 
aoe os Se coo an cuucateyenemton see 
I NE nn ccc cmmnsdciemsonanesasaeadmuot Sea. 
EE io a ein ome documennccunbienssspueecniiie 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 
a os on iduemmndeepenienmnuenaais 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 






PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Extension of the President Roads anchorage by dredging 700 feet to 
the north and 500 feet to the west at a depth of 40 feet at mean low water; and 
dredging the area lying west of the anchorage, adjacent to the 35-foot channel. 
to a depth of 35 feet at mean low water. 

Status (January 1, 1958): Dredging of anchorage, 37 percent complete. 

Completion schedule: March 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Boston Harbor is the largest seaport in New England, and one of the most 
important on the Atlantic seaboard. It is a primary naval base as well as the 
principal distributing point for the commerce of Massachusetts, New Hampshire, 
and Vermont, and affords the shortest route between Europe and the interior 
of the United States and Canada. It serves one of the largest industrial areas 
in the country, producing machinery and textile and leather goods, and is the 
gateway for the receipt of raw materials for these industries. The port is also 
the center of the largest deep-sea fishing industry in the United States. The 
commerce in 1955 amounted to over 19 million tons, of which 72 percent was in 
petroleum and petroleum products, and about 10 percent in bituminous coal and 
lignite. In 1956 the commerce increased to about 20,978,000 tons, the highest 
volume in history with the exception of the years during World War II. 

During 1956 there were 993 vessel trips made into the harbor by vessels having 
a draft of 29 feet or more. Due to the inadequacy of the present anchorage area, 
large vessels have been obliged to maneuver for considerable time seeking anchor- 
age, often achoring at the edge of the channel, or have frequently been forced to 
anchor outside the harbor limits. The shoal area lying westerly of the President 
Roads anchorage is a serious hazard with an east wind and floodtide, and ships 
occasionally have gone aground or struck bottom under these conditions, when 
entering or leaving the anchorage. 

The proposed increase in size of the existing 40-foot anchorage would permit 
both naval and commercial vessels to be anchored more easily and without slow, 
cautious, and expensive maneuvering to avoid risk of collision. The need for 
additional anchorage is intensified by the increasing number of deep-draft berths 
included in the $35 million port development program by the Commonwealth of 
Masssachusetts. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—Continue dredging of the 40-foot anchorage under a con- 
tinuing contract. The $1,500,000 requested for fiscal year 1959 will permit 
completion of the improvement by fiscal year 1960. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, BOSTON HARBOR 


There are 11 modifications authorized between 1825 and 1940 which have been 
completed at a total cost of $15,640,000. These modifications provide for the 
construction of seawalls for the preservation of islands in the harbor, and the 
dredging of various channels and anchorages within the harbor, including the 40- 
foot main ship channel, the existing 40-foot President Roads anchorage and sur- 
rounding areas, the 40-foot approach channel to the South Boston naval drydock, 
the 35-foot channel adjacent to the 40-foot main ship channel, the 30-foot channel 
from the sea to President Roads, the 27-foot ‘‘narrows’’ channel, the 15-foot 
‘nubble”’ channel, the 30-foot channel in Chelsea River, the 30-foot reserved 
channel, and the 23-foot Fort Point Channel. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, BOSTON HARBOR 


The uncompleted work consists of the completion of the 40-foot main ship chan- 
nel to project width for a distance of about 4,000 feet along the east side of the 
upstream end of the project as authorized by the River and fiarbor Act of March 
2, 1945 (H. Doc. 733, 79th Cong., 2d sess.). Federal costs to date have amounted 
to $742,000 with $438,000 of work remaining to be completed. 

Non-Federal costs.—There are no costs to local interests for compliance with 
requirements of local cooperation for this modification, authorized by the 1946 
River and Harbor Act. 

The River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935, required that local interests 
furnish assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army that they would 
provide suitable 40-foot approach channels and berths at sufficient number of 
terminals for the proper utilization of the 40-foot channel when it was completed. 
To meet this requirement, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts has dredged 
approach channels to a depth of 40 feet from the Boston and Albany piers in East 
Boston and from Commonwealth pier No. 5 in South Boston, to the 40-foot main 
ship channel. To date, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts has spent a total 
of approximately $28 million on Boston Harbor improvements. Included in this 
sum is $3,169,651 for construction of the oy dock at South Boston (now the 
propert of the United States Navy); $4,014,790 for Commonwealth pier No. 5, 
South Boston; $1,199,703 for Commonwealth pier No. 1, East Boston; Hoosac 

ier No. 1, completed in 1950 at a cost of approximately $5 million; Mystic pier 
No. 1, completed in 1952 at a cost of $5,606,800; and over $4 million has been spent 
on the construction of a new pier in East Boston on the site of Commonwealth 
= No. 1 and the Boston & Albany Railroad pier No. 2. The balance was spent 
or dredging channels, anchorage areas and filling flats in Boston Harbor and 
waters tributary thereto. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances to hold and save the United States 
free from all claims for damages due to the construction of the project were 
furnished by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts on September 17, 1956. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current estimate of $5,400,000 is an 
increase of $400,000 over the latest estimate submitted to Congress ($5 million, 
December 1956 price level) ; $350,000 of the increase is based on recent predredg- 
ing field surveys which indicated increased quantities. In addition, a $50,000 
increase is based on reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and 
for supervision and administration, including retirement contributions. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1969 


Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year |: cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 

(1) f (2) (8) (4) (5) (6) 


Modification in 1946 River and Harbor 
Act (H. Doc. 244, 80th Cong., Ist sess.): 
Channels (40-foot anchorage and 35- 





I St ees cs cc accoened $5, 122, 000 $689, 600 | $1, om 400 | $1, > 000 $1, 805, 000 
Engineering and design_...___. eee 16, 000 10, 100 1, 900 2, 000 2, 000 
Supervision and administration_______ 262, 000 32, 500 54, 100 82, 400 93, 000 

eo - anemee cost (Federal funds 


eat casah atlanta acia emesis 5, 400, 000 732, 200 uo 1, 607, 400 1, 900, 000 





Total cost (Federal funds only) .___- 5,400,000 | 732,200 | 1,160, 400 | 1,607,400 | 1, 900, 000 
PNR hn. oe se chi ec ns 260,400 | —260,400 |-...--2....-]------ Jo 
IRIN eo 992, 600 900,000 | 1, 607, 400 1, 900, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


i ian oon Nata piunaoieussoes 
Unobligated carryover from prior year-_._- 





Total funds available for obligation_-_|_.........._}_.-.-.....-- i ks 


ne NES oo Sa. Sle a ene 1, 500, 000 1, 900, 000 


Mr. Cannon. This is one of the projects to which you are trans- 
ferring additional funds. But, on page 14 of the justifications, you 
show you will not use $107 400 of the amount already appropriated 
for 1958. Will this project move ahead fast enough to use all funds 
programed for this project? 

General Sinutey. Mr. Chairman, the figure of $107,400 to which 
the chairman referred on page 14 of the justification sheets was pre- 
pared prior to the transfer to this project which the committee author- 
ized in March of this year. As a consequence, the estimated carry- 
over at June 30, 1958, now stands at zero. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you expect to use all of that in addition to what 
you have in 1958? 

General Sistey. Yes, sir; we do. I directed the contractor to 
resume operations on April 21. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions on the .Beston. Harbor? 
aes Taser. Did we not have a supplemental budget estimate on 
that? 

Mr. Cannon. For transfer of funds, as you recall. 


FALL RIVER HARBOR, MASS. 


Mr. Cannon. Fall River Harbor. Here we will insert pages 16 
through 20 of the justifications. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


Fatt River Harpor, Mass. (35-Foor Mippay CHANNEL) 
(Continuing) 


Location.—About 50 miles south of Boston, Mass., on Mount Hope Bay, an 
arm of Narragansett Bay. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio —1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
NRE TR BONE oe eos Sc ccnccabbdvocclwukssks- abscess aathaths GBT OER Bivens cade cnsacss 
ST. oo. crn cieintase west acaieenninehiniiamiat melee Wy cient ctdmediiaaiidtivaes 
I isi entcodinshnwebhmaiemmncpiud os onilasi tienes ational iGo ccuteaalcnen 
GE Sah ints dnc cdsinteiaendased deidnsdnesawnenenadge iain deans Oe Niet ainebn etait 
ye a ea SI Ssaritintadictniniin 
SE OO, BEE 0.5.3 nctiibancaddcdaiinetonionnmananddu SE Wisasisininsdl bed ceouedamaic 
pS | gS) ee ee eer SUT Uennnensnntbatiod 
pS OS eS 8 SE EERE S 1.28 SSS 1, 400, 000 70 
ate ge requested for fiscal year 1950. .............-...-............ 600, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. ..........-.....-.---...---..-.-- O Ln tinngeccdtiibens 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Deepening the midbay channel from 30 feet to 35 feet, 400 feet wide 
and 3.5 miles long between deep water on Mount Hope Bay and the com- 
pleted 35-foot channel at Globe Wharf, Fall River. 

Status (January 1, 1958): Dredging in 35-foot midbay channel, 60 percent 
complete. 

Completion schedule: November 1, 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Fall River Harbor is the major port of southeastern Massachusetts. It is one of 
5 ports in New England for which a 35-foot project depth has been authorized 
and is the only one in which the 35-foot depth has not been completed. Com- 
merce in 1956 amounted to 2,187,000 tons, of which about 88 percent was in 
petroleum and petroleum products. During 1956 there were 135 vessel trips 
into the harbor made by vessels having a draft of 28 feet or more. 

Local industries produce textiles, rubber goods, refractories, stoves, and brass, 
bronse, and silver products. A considerable area to the north is supplied with 
petroleum products through the port by truck and pipeline. 

Under previous modifications a depth of 35 feet has been poowines in the upper 
part of the harbor. In order to realize the full benefit of the completed work in 
the upper harbor and the benefits that could be attained from the project as a 
whole, the»35-foot*midbay entrance channel from deep water to the existing im- 
proved channel is necessary and required at this time. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The amount of $600,000 requested for fiscal year 1959 will 
provide for continuation and completion of the dredging of the 35-foot midbay 
channel initiated in fiscal year 1957 under a continuing contract. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, FALL RIVER HARBOR 


Work completed consists of a channel 35 feet deep, 400 feet wide, from deep 
water in Mount Hope Bay to Tiverton lower tool and along the Tiverton shore to 
the Gulf Oil Corp. wharf; a channel from Globe Wharf 35 feet deep, generally 
400 feet wide, about 4 miles long, to the wharves north of the bridges at the mouth 
of the Taunton River; a 35-foot deep turning basin, 1,100 feet wide, 850 feet 
long at. the head.of.the Taunton.River.channel;.a channel 30-feet-deep,- generally 
300 feet wide, along the Fall River waterfront adjacent to the 35-foot channel; 
and a 25-foot anchorage 800 feet wide, averaging 2,300 feet long opposite the Fall 
River waterfront. The cost of this completed work is $2,637,000. 
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REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, FALL RIVER HARBOR 


None. 

Non-Federal costs.—There are no costs to local interests for compliance with 
requirements of local cooperation for this modification. 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has expended about $1,500,000 on the 
construction of a pier and storage terminal in Fall River Harbor. Including 
the costs of land acquisition and remaining construction, the total expenditures by 
the Commonwealth are expected to total about $2 million on this improvement. 

Other local interests have expended about $200,000 on rehabilitation and 
improvement of terminal facilities and have plans to spend $100,000 for further 
improvements. 

tatus of local cooperation.—Assurances to hold and save the United States 
free from all claims for damages due to the construction of the project were 
executed by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts on September 17, 1956 and by 
the State of Rhode Island on October 3, 1956. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


| 
Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 








Modification in R. and H. Act (HD 405/83/2): | 
Channels, 35-foot Midbay Channel__-_-_} $1, 890, 000 $314, 600 $904, 400 $671, 000 














Engineering and design _............_- 20, 000 12, 300 4, 000 OE lencadvecddee 
Supervision and administration __-_____--- 90, 000 | 20, 700 44, 000 EE Inti ecnsnnncn 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 

COS be ELS _| 2, 000, 000 347,600 | 952, 400 700, 000 j........... 
emeeene ONG... ies td hike sdb bb lotic sek seb wbi 0 hous. a aes 
Total project cost (Federal funds only)....| 2,000,000 347, 600 952, 400 OD a pee 
Pending adjustments______- ence ilieas ies None None None None None 
Total cost (Federal funds only) _.__- 2, 000, 000 347, 600 952, 400 700, 000:} j;.........- 

en  avalnovanadecece 152,400 | —152,400 |.........-.- a 

2 





Webel eblientions. ............-......f. 0 os 500,000 | 800,000} 700, 000 | 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 











ne a 500, 000 900, 000 |....____- eee eee 

Unobligated carryover from prior year_....|............|_--.---..---|-.---.------ BE POP fee ceendiecce 

pacar iia etna eanl jacbeganpyanieth Chit bc pineetbesedie 

Total funds available for obligation__|.........__- | a ee 8 ae a 

Appropriation required._..........-.....-_]-...-..----- Lstekinint ete seg anpehostn SE BE So ce cmcmrade 
| 





Mr. Cannon. This is a project to which you are transferring 
$600,000. In view of this, you need no money for 1959? 
General Srstey. That is correct, sir. 


WEYMOUTH FORE RIVER, MASS. 


Mr. Cannon. Weymouth Fore River. Here we will insert pages 
21a though 26. 
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(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


Weymours Fore River, Massacnauserts (30-Foor Proszcr) 


(Continuing) 
Pitre entimate. 22. Joi ob SCs BU. a. eet Hi $800, 000 
Rees Cie Fb ba Soe. Lua NESS UT bstali Jo ads. 800, 000 
Inerease in budget estimater. i... 2.0 lt eek eel ece 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


a eS 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue channel dredging-...........-- asatnchateamainen jatualh $734, 000 $734, 000 0 
Engineering and design_____............ a rn ans ee 10, 000 10, 000 0 
Supervision and administration...................---...-.--.. 56, 000 \ 0 
Weed. 28 ee. See a Ee 800, 000 800, 000 0 
Revised completion schedule 
Dredging 30-foot channel: 
108 PE ern gat ansp ase ae veri eae October 1962. 
OCR CO ones en eo nk steed eneed ee May 1961. 


Location.—Weymouth Fore River rises in Braintree, Mass., and flows north- 
ward 7.5 miles to empty into Hingham Bay on the south side of Boston Harbor. 
It is navigable and tidal to an old dam at East Braintree 6.2 miles above the 
mouth. Entrance to Weymouth Fore River is possible either through West Gut 
between Nut and Peddocks Islands or through Nantasket Gut between Peddocks 
Island and the mainland. 

Authorization.—1940, 1945, and 1954 River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.9 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 


Engineers) 

Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers)-...-...-.......------.---.--.- FE A OE Destin eeaennenl pee 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard)........-.....--.----.-.----.-- pW Rete tle 
HGCRNOS THT POGUTOY CONE 8 nn a ence ce cee b ilk Se wceddsinclicen Ng NR oe as EEE 

Cash contributions. 52.2. <-..- is. . 2 ods os swetstinse nn ccblincnnesbass @ j---2405-55-siis ds 

IT CI cnn x emanteanee beet rm arvindie nh thie Shellie inom ieniin GO GOD becenre cite irate 
IE TE Ce aianie onkarnnnwnsoyeneeuigen hs abcignepinteces © GWE Beatdcencawtcece. 
Ap»ropriations to June 30, 1957_.......- Hines bi ctin ese Wtteh dota dbudd a tatede ei oh ee Se ae st 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958__........-.....-----+----.---.--..---..- ORO has tec ad 55K, 
ON OE GINS... oan k bhp hai one ahs cb calade doa 1, 225, 000 20 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_..........-..-- J 800, 32 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 QB ONE Pnccctateasanecke 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Dredge channel 30 feet deep, 300 to 500 feet wide, from deep water 
in Boston Harbor along the southerly half of the Narrows Channel in Nantasket 
Roads and through Nantasket Gut, across Hingham Bay into Weymouth Fore 
River to Weymouth Fore River Bridge and extending through and above the 
bridge to form a maneuvering basin 470 to 650 feet wide. 

Status (January 1, 1958): Construction not started. 

Completion schedule: October 1962. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Weymouth Fore River is an important channel contributing to the commerce 
of Boston. Commerce in Weymouth Fore River increased from 1,370,000 tons 
in 1955 to over 1,855,000 tons in 1956, a gain of about 35 percent. About 90 
percent of the commerce was in coal and petroleum carried in tankers and colliers 
having drafts of 25 to 32 feet. Under existing conditions, large tankers operate 
on the tide and in a circuitous route around West Gut incurring dangers of ground- 
ing, lost time waiting the tides, and inefficient operations due to underloading. 
Improvement is essential to provide a direct and safer route for present and 
prospective traffic of deep-draft tankers and colliers and to insure a continuous 


and unimpeded transportation of fuels to the many industries served by the 
project. 


Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be applied to: 


Neen ne eras me carsheen tities aes xpadc ese avalaniaccioin $734, 000 
Sarees terianeni ne eatin ahahicion mamonaneais 10, 000 
pen weed! Gm Bomimetration. ... .. 2... nce e cn cc nce caeeences 56, 000 

PO Se Oo ke Soc ee rede c cere ells abeuddeks 800, 000 


The amount requested for fiscal year 1959 will permit continuation of contract 
operations initiated under a continuing contract in fiscal year 1958. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, WEYMOUTH FORE RIVER 


The-completed work: consists of a channel 27°feet deep, with a-general.width of 
300 feet from a point in Hingham Bay between Nut and Peddocks Islands to 
Weymouth Fore River Bridge as authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 
August 30, 1935 (H. Doc. 207 72d Cong., Ist sess.). This work was completed 
in 1940 at a cost of $355,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, WEYMOUTH FORE RIVER 
None. 


Non-Federal costs.—Local interests must bear the cost of altering the submarine 
utilities, not owned by the United States, at an estimated cost of $80,000. 

Local interests, including the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the Bethlehem 
Steel Co. and the city of Quincy, have contributed about $229,000 under condi- 
tions of local cooperation in connection with previous improvements. In addi- 
tion, local interests have incurred costs of over $770,000 to date for further 
improvements to Weymouth Fore River which included channel, berth, and basin 
dredging and improved docking facilities. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances to hold and save the United States free 
from all claims for damages due to the construction of the project were furnished 
by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts on September 17, 1956. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current estimate of $6,245,000 is an 
increase of $945,000 over the latest estimate ($5,300,000) submitted to Congress. 
This is the net result of a $925,000 increase based on bid prices received at 
1956-57 for similar. work in this area, a, $123,000 decrease for, rock removal base 
on a recent probing survey, and a $143,000 increase for engineering. and- design 
and for supervision and administration, based on a reanalysis of requirements 
including retirement contributions. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (®) 


Modification. in 1940 River and Harbor Act 
(HD 68/76/3); 1945 River and Harbor 
Act (HD 291/77/1);:and 1954 River and 
Harbor Act (HD 555/82/2): 


Channels: 
Dredge channel to 30 feet... ..... $2, 825, 000 |......---.-. $467, 000 $954,000 | $1, 404,000 
Ledge removal to 32 feet__......... inten sinteeigistnrles cites atctittien ale hitacmiaiialal 2, 905, 000 
Engineering and design ___............._-- 185, 000 $124, 900 13, 100 10, 000 37, 000 
Supervision and administration... .._...._- 330, 000 3, 600 23, 200 56, 000 247, 200 
Total applied cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers funds only) ._............-..-- 6, 245, 000 128, 500 503,300 | 1,020,000 4, 593, 200 
TING COIR a aii oss nis scent tete neces jcecsenesccildabeiahe OR ee... 
Total project cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers funds only) -.-...........---- 6, 245, 000 128, 500 503,300 | 1,020,000 4, 593, 200 
Pending adjustments____................-- None None None None one 
Total cost (Corps of Engineers funds 
CE sienna dnc ceed incase de cat 6, 245, 000 128, 500 503,300 | 1,020,000 4, 593, 200 
rere eee ee, See tee neon 3, 300 —3, 300 373, —373, 200 
Total ohligntieee. sj .i..s2k cols 5. lef... 252.4... 131, 800 500,000 | 1,393, 200 4, 220, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
ON a asians 500, 000 SUI Eileen ni ernen nce 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_....|............ te ried Sade ne Band nt nas 
Unobligated carryover from prior year-_..-_|........-.-.-}---.---.-..- 243, 200 503, 200 |............ 
Total funds available for obligation_-|._.......... OTH GRD SB ROR BRO 1h. cases css) -wacsdieess 
ee I nce Hiei iit ginenccannme eeensegephlelepeccoraanate 800, 000 4, 220, 000 


Mr. Cannon. On this project you have an increase in total cost 
estimate of $945,000, just a little short of a million dollars. Your 
justifications show that you are obligating less than half of the amount 
aveilable for the year. With the removal of the expenditure limita- 
tion, will this project proceed as planned last year and as outlined to 
the committee last year? 

General Ststry. The total estimated completion date for the entire 
project is May 1961 now, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. It will proceed as planned. There is no deviation in 
the plans for this project. 

General Ststey. No, sir. The committee was informed last year 
thatthe onan for the entire project would be May 1960. 
The présent date is May 1961, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What will be your carryover as of June 30? 

General Sister. I will have an unobligated carryover of $593,200 
on the 30th of June for this project. 

Mr. Cannon. Just how for will that go toward completing the 
project? 
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General Srstey. With the appropriation request of $800,000 for 
the fiscal year 1959, sir, this will give us an amount of money which 
we hope will be sufficient to enable the contractor to execute con- 
tinuous dredging operations during the fiscal year 1959. 

Mr. Cannon. You are not doing anything this year? 

General Srsiny. I expect to open bids tomorrow, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. And you expect to start construction in 1958? 

General Srsuey. If the bids are satisfactory after we have examined 
—_ I will give the contractor instructions to proceed shortly there- 

ter. 

Mr. Cannon. You have a carryover in excess of $500,000. 


General Sistny. I expect to have an unobligated carryover in 
excess of $500,000, sir. 


Mr. Cannon. As of June 30. 

General Sisizy. That is correct. 

Mr. Cannon. That being true, would you need this additional 
money requested for 1959? 

General Sisutey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Last year you told us on page 179 of the hearings 
that the completion date of September 1958 for dredging was a firm 
date. Now you are giving May 1961 as the completion date for 
dredging. Does this indicate you may not need all the $800,000 
requested for 1959? 

General Stntey. No. May I point out a slight confusion on page 
21-A of the justification sheet this year? It says, ‘“Dredging 30-foot 
channel, revised completion schedule, May 1961.” That is the esti- 
mated completion date for the entire project, sir, both the dredging 
and the removal of the ledge. In answer to your question, sir, we 
will require the $800,000 this year. 

Mr. Cannon. We are a little uncertain, General, as to whether 
this is for dredging, or for the entire project. 

General Sistey. This budget request is for dredging, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What about the entire project? 

General Stntey. The removal of the ledge cannot proceed until 
after the dredging has been completed; the dredging completion date 
is April 1960. 

Mr. Cannon. On page 21—A you indicate that the entire project, 
dredging a 30-foot channel—which means removal of obstructions— 
will be completed in May 1961. 

General Sistey. That is for the entire project, including the ledge 
removal. As I attempted to indicate, the dredging must be com- 
pleted first. The dredging is estimated to be completed in April 
1960, and the entire project, May 1961, as shown on the justifications. 
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GREAT LAKES TO HUDSON RIVER WATERWAY, N. Y. 


Mr. Cannon. We will not take up the Great Lakes to Hudson 
River Waterway, and will insert pages 27—A through 32 of the justi- 
fications in the record at this point. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION) 


Great Lakes To Hupson River Waterway, N. Y. 


(Continuing) 
I on.s oh.0 ws i. 2 Valin en ania eageecmnnianeanabeamabtanenneandiaeimdiamemanee $110, 000 
ee eI i PT FR 110, 000 
OvOnSS Te DUCES GUUMRANS..... 2... cn cenecrovnaqeucksnndanenainen chains 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


SSD 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Reimbursement to the State of New York for work to be 
initiated in fiscal year 1958 in providing depth of 13 feet 
through locks 12 and 21, Erie Canal__.......--.-.....-...-- $100, 000 $100, 000 0 
Supervision and administration... ..............--....---.--.- 10, 000 10, 000 0 
ik lonimientny onghtlcscoqppinhetebiuni age Mid 110, 000 110, 000 0 


Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 


Relocations: Increasing overhead clearances... 

anals: Deepening between locks to 14 feet s 
Locks: Deepening through locks to 13 feet ss April 1962. 
ating yrddethic i ecsial de ish hd aan dd J 965. June 1964, 





Location.—This waterway consists of that portion of the New York State 
Barge Canal System extending from the Hudson River at Waterford to Oswego 
Harbor, N. Y. on Lake Ontario, and is usually referred to as the Erie and Oswego 
Canals. Its length is 184 miles. 

Authorization.—1935 and 1945 River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1935 act, 3.2 to 1; 1945 act, 5.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 







Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





Tisteetes Petal Cs 2... es AR LL $38, 050, 000 }................ 
Hetimated non-Federal cost. ...-... 5.4... .n---- 502 2-- ee s-ns-onnnsse WOR O00 bicciis. iiss. 
SD GENO nadipanctied d-benteoBencsener sedate sendenbaiensinet OE stint deems 
SN ofa Soa nn a a encores oct swag ove easeneneeeeyece teen BI is ecterenasettaceatis 


Total estimated project cost... __....0..1.-.--.22 22 e ee 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957............--.--2-.--+.--+.+-------+--2----- 
Appropriations for Tiscal year 1006. . . . ..~ .....<.6asijndpsd= dam enenacepnees< 
Appropriations to date... .........-...--..-.-- 

oo requested for fiscal year 1959 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__................ 


— 





Ft 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Relocations: Increase overhead clearances of structures to 20 feet. 
Canals: Deepening between locks to 14 feet including bank revetment. 
Locks: Increase depth of all locks between Waterford and Oswego from 12 feet 
to 13 feet. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent Completion 
hedul 





sc e 
Relocations; Increasing overhead clearances. .-...........-.-.-.-.--------- 21 June 1965. 
Canals: Deepening between locks to 14 feet._............-..--_---------.-- 86 Do. 
Locks: Deepening through locks to 13 feet.......--....-.--..-.---.----..- 17 | April 1962. 
I bs drone enn awe agin ess ah a. ws che awh ons sek Seb Swb sas cebcnsceeces 60 | June 1965. 
JUSTIFICATION 


This waterway is one of national importance to commercial navigation. It 
rovides a navigable connection between the Atlantic seaboard and the Great 
akes area for the movement of commodities vital to the national defense and 

essential civilian requirements. Many defense plants are located on and receive 
shipments via the canal system, among which are the General Electric Co. and 
the American Locomotive Co. at Schenectady and the Solvay Process Co. at 
Syracuse. Much of the petroleum fuel and other petroleum products utilized 
by communities and industries in central and northern New York and the eastern 
Grent Lakes areas are transported over this waterway. The State Barge Canal 
serves the important industrial cities of Schenectady, Utica, Rome, Syracuse, 
and Oswego. 

Approximately 4,850,000 tons of traffic used this waterway during the 1956 
season. Traffic consists largely of petroleum products,.scrap iron,-steel products, 
chemicals, fertilizers, and agricultural products. Shipping interests variously 
estimate that the loads carried by vessels can be increased 10 to 18 percent by 
a 1-foot increase in draft which will be made possible by the deepening of the 
locks to project depth of 13 feet. However, these benefits will not be realized 
until certain items contemplated under the 1935 act are also completed. This 
work includes the reconstruction of 4 guard gates and the lowering of 2 dive 
culverts under the canal at Fulton and Oswego. Failure to accomplish this 
work concurrently with the lock sill lowering will not permit the improvement 
in maximum draft. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $110,000 will be applied to: 


Reimbursement to the State of New York for work to be initiated in 
fiscal year 1958 in providing depth of 13 feet through locks 12 and 21, 


RELIES, pon Sitpanbhagecy Panerai th cle tht don yn A NB nthe dpc $100, 000 
er enemas ete retION ee ee 10, 000 
as nn ean ae aera ene on Pees du euewd 110, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests in complying with: the require- 
ments of local cooperation for the 1945 River and Harbor Act for deepening 


through locks from Waterford to Oswego is estimated at $193,000 for engineering, ° 


supervision, and administration, to be incurred by the State of New York in 
connection with construction of the project modification. 

In addition, prior to the beginning of the New York State Barge Canal improve- 
ment, about 1905, the State of New York expended approximately $115 million 
for the construction, care, and maintenance of the Erie Canal. From 1905 to 
June 30, 1938, the cost of construction of the improved barge canal system and 
terminals, borne by the State, totals about $180 million. Annual maintenance 
of the improved system averages $3,750,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The requirements of local cooperation have been 
fully complied with. An agreement between the Chief of Engineers and the 
Department of Public Works, State of New York, adopted June 21, 1935, modified 
on March .30, 1936, and further supplemented on June 5, 1947 (for the 1945 
modification) contains all provisions necessary for efficient; proseeution of the 
improvement. In complying with this agreement, the State has. submitted 
detailed plans and specifications for review and approval by the Federal Govern- 
ment prior to the State’s advertisement of construction work. The State has 
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been proceeding at its own expense with the work of lowering the lock sills in 
conjunction with urgent maintenance and rehabilitation work on the same strue- 
tures, on the premise that funds invested by them in the authorized improvements 
will be reimbursed when the Federal funds become available. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$38,950,000 is an increase of $150,000 from the latest estimate ($38,800,000) 
submitted to Congress. There was an $83,000 increase for supervision and 
administration, based on re-analysis of requirements, including provision for 
retirement contributions. The remainder of the increase reflects costs of com- 

a work, recent bid experience, and prevailing prices for similar types of work 
in this area. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 


ee 


1935 (H. Doc. 20/73/2): 





NB cides tb ldnncentlinetil $13, 458, 000 | $2, 818,000 |._...-..-.--}------2 2-2. $10, 640, 000 
id th cccreseeniea dai aeeee Sa, TO Bee FT ROE I Reeve wee rnieivcdeceesane 3, 116, 000 
Supervision and administration _ _-_-__-- 1, 552, 000 ee ET Bia tlh conc Benin tedden doe 689, 000 

Subtotal costs (1935 modifications) ...| 37,200,000 | 22,755,000 |........_.__|_-_.---.-.-- 14, 445, 000 








Modification in River and Harbor Act of 
1945 (S. Doc. 252/79/2): 











BOORR. oun tL shin cet 1, 664, 100 250, 500 $34, 000 $177, 000 1, 201, 900 
Supervision and administration _ __-__- 85, 900 14, 800 21, 200 12, 300 37, 600 
Subtotal costs (1945 en: 1, 750, 000 265, 300 55, 200 190, 000 1, 239, 500 
Total applied cost (Federal funds only) __..| 38,950,000 | 23, 020, 300 55, 200 190,000 | 15, 684, 500 
RENE CRS PROUD og nc 5k. sncocc hGnssninnnncedbbuiebitensin bins ted inaih oa ceauallnead dealin 
Total project cost (Federal funds only)__- ...| 38, 950,000 | 23, 020, 300 55, 200 190,000 | 15, 684, 500 
ee ante RGB ing iin ok case teihpscnindp ceddeaeesassthimele scmedammmenl in a A eS a : 
Total cost (Federal funds only)_..........- 38, 950, 000 | 23, 020, 300 55, 200 190,000 | 15, 684, 500 
TURIN: 3 8.5. 2). anna nanueenos}d scuneteecniiidienedimebean 150, 000 —50, 000 —100, 000 
ee CNN = oe a oe So ars a oe ee 23, 020, 300 205, 200 140,000 | 15, 584, 500 
METHOD OF FINANCING ee 
I iiivccccwekoddesitdedansucéselowenaaeedene 23, 065, 500 WE EE Bi a dca nein naleinien sakes 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_..__|............]------------ 45, 200 a ...........-- 
Total funds available for obligation__|__........_- 23, 065, 500 kee er ee 





ip Riis tits cick h:aties on no ak ain crtberenewhhcsiauiigtaad a dieinadgiae 110, 000 | 15, 584, 500 


Mr. Cannon. We have 2 authorizations here, 1 in 1935 and 1 in 
1945. 

Last year this project was shown as an item costing the Federal 
Government only $1,900,000 with $1,249,000 remaining to complete 
it after 1958. Now, it is a $38,950,000 project which will require 
$15,585,000 to complete after this year. That is a rather drastic 
change. 

Colonel Penney. That is in the North Atlantic area, and I will 
attempt to answer that. 

What you have stated is correct, sir. The present estimate of the 
work under the 1945 act is a little less than last year, $1,750,000. It 
has been found that a small portion of the work in this 1935 modifi- 
cation, for which some $22 million was previously appropriated and 
used several years, will be necessary to derive the full benefits of the 
1945 portion, and for that reason it has been combined, sir. 
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Mr. Cannon. I note in the hearings of last year that Mr. Rabaut 
was rather specific in his inquiry. He said: 

When all the work of lowering these locks is completed, the Federal cost is going 
to be $1,900,000 and the estimated non-Federal cost only $186,000. 

Colonel Renshaw, who was before the committee at that time, 
said: 

That is right. That does not cover the maintenance work. New York State 
maintains the canal. New York spent about $3,750,000 a year maintaining this 


waterway. 

Ts it true that the State still maintains the canal? 

Colonel Penney. That is correct. 

Mr. Cannon. Would you say, Colonel Penney, this is a new start? 

Colonel Penney. No, sir. We are not requesting any funds, sir, 
for the portion of the project in the second modification. We are 
simply requesting funds to continue the lowering of the lock sills in 
the locks, as was requested last year. We felt since the projects are 
somewhat interdependent it would be better to put them in one 
presentation even though the work and funds for the subsequent 
portion is not being requested at this time. 


THOMASTON RESERVOIR, CONN. 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up the Thomaston Reservoir item and 
will insert in the record pages 33-a through 38 at this point. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


THOMASTON RESERVOIR, CONN. 























(Continuing) 
Budget estimate_._...____...--- Se ee ee er ee tS $3, 000, 000 
Revised estimate... ~~ .6-....-- sie ale: chai viaitkis iu tke iii oii 5, 000, 000 
SD SORNNRIR a. aunt Ge eaeeS ie wo ack unewicsu doe~ 2, 000, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
IN a ene Com vennnistobiassadcnesas | $200, 000 $1, 070, 000 $870, 000 
Continue construction of dam. .......... 22. -nnccccgccnccca 1, 300, 000 1, 640, 000 340, 000 
Continue land acquisition. ................---..--.-...-- 2. 89, 100 489, 100 400, 000 
ee nn Eee 1, 145, 000 1, 378, 000 233, 000 
ein dineiinsaamineiaiinirtl 72, 000 79, 000 7, 000 
Supervision and administration.._...................---..-... 193, 900 343, 900 150, 000 
MMO esd Se MeL 3, 000, 000 | 5, 000, 000 2, 000, 000 





Revised completion schedule 





| 1959 budget | Revised estimate 
NN on ain knees ane 
Land acquisition. __...._...__- ey) 
ee ee eee 
Dam closure 


x 
Sune 1081........i. January 1961. 
...do0 Do. 





Sdadbindew peer. bh aid Do, 
Rite ing Scarce bade ok naaws uth teed September 1959 | July 1959. 


Location.—On the Naugatuck River 30.4 miles above its confluence with the 
Housatonic River at Derby, and 1.6 miles above the U. 8. Routes Nos. 6 and 202 
bridge crossing of the Naugatuck River in the village of Thomaston. The 
reservoir will lie in the towns of Harwinton, Plymouth, Litchfield, Thomaston, 
and Torrington in Litchfield County, Conn. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1944. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—4.7 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 




















Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
ements WINE GOON. one ne ous 255. etc ncencasicednccesauhecesetees $17, 500, 000 |_..............- 
NE GUUS cine kc once ndesecakdnccbbnionktiotonkidamse nase © t ueeaciemobenads 
EEE ITT LO PLL PTT SI Ohi in caseces 
Other oosts........... ino <cnbnatinendapontynainntgebdaenianamaaaasone OP Dastatnennenbirenct 
RE CUE BERING CURD ooo 5 wack ows ck cespaicceeedsedd. ednseteh anaiy FF, GE OES nieinnicinnitittuce 
EE OP SEED BO SIU 95 ier ta nawendaannnidentbheunenngiaiea DAE Te addpogsacwnien 
Aupropreation for fecal your 2006 .......o5 ccc cecwcccnctsscnsuncsccusicascae 2, 706, GOO |} og cas. c cscs ce 
Appropriations to date_.._............-....... 3, 865, 000 22 
Appropriation request for fiscal year 1959 3, 000, 000 39 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 St Rees ene ae 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth and rock fill. 
Height: 142 feet. 
Length: 2,000 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled side channel, concrete overflow. 
Crest elevation: 494 feet mean sea level. 
Capacity: 132,000 cubic feet per second. 
Length: 435 feet. 
Reservoir capacity: Flood control, 42,000 acre-feet. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 
Percent Completion 
schedule 
NT I a nso 6:a tree winaap sawens tedGdiisesetetstaoneaniniiemminnaessen ae 
PT ENNDDig o hbo n une aanscconcedddcdccabeddctenhdstetlacapuntiuudnine 30 Do. 
DEER 65s Sona oce cen cencnennununascsdeecsedgubad dhpbwaniaamalge 9 Do. 
Ei cnsesennisst nies Spits ce Hw hahimnshsd dr santiemed tained . (4) September 1959. 


1 Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Thomaston Reservoir lies in a highly industrialized and densely populated 
section of southern New England. It is the only authorized flood-control project 
in the Housatonic River Basin. Construction of the project is necessary to effect 
major reductions in flood damages along the Naugatuck River, Conn., from 
Thomaston to the mouth, including Waterbury, Naugatuck, Beacon Falls, 
Seymour, Ansonia, and Derby. The Naugatuck River Valley is one of the 
country’s major brass and metal manufacturing centers. In addition, textile, 
rubber, and chemical plants are located in the valley. The output of these 
industries, which are concentrated in the towns and cities downstream of the 
proposed project, is of major importance to the national and local economy. 

The flood of December 1948 caused damages amounting to $3,750,000 down- 
stream of the dam site. It is estimated that these damages would amount to 
$4,950,000 from a flood of similar magnitude under present conditions and that 
operation of the Thomaston project would prevent $4,500,000 of these damages. 

The flood of August 1955 caused damages amounting to $196,040,000 along the 
Naugatuck River below the Thomaston site. Thomaston Reservoir would have 
prevented $163,500,000 damages of these had it been in operation during this 
flood. Annual flood-control benefits for the project are estimated at $3,120,000. 


25230—58—pt. 2——-11 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $3 million will be applied to— 


SE as as 3 talks acho pe as ane. ch en $200, 000 
LEONI ON COI non. ns cee ence eedas cen anna 1, 300, 000 
NE a i een emenckae sat nencannsees 89, 100 
NS SN nie awa nen ccnwodwendet one sbu ies 1, 145, 000 
DIRTY IEE RON i ss Sas Gena cuasewewnien’ ben ees 72, 000 
Supervision and administration...........................--n.-<- 193, 900 


RN tot ete oe eres les tables wien eentiges COMOE 3, 000, 000 


The expenditure of these funds is necessary for economical prosecution of the 
project during the fiscal year 
Non-Federal costs.— None. 


Status of local cooperation.—None required. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$17,500,000 is an increase of $300,000 over the latest estimate ($17,200,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. There were increases of $377,000 for engineering and design 
and $96,000 for supervision and administration (including the sum of $95,000 
for retirement contribution), and $29,000 for provision of recreational facilities, 
These increases were partially compensated by a net decrease of $202,000 in 
other features, based on more detailed design studies which included a change in 
the dam site. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 









































| Total to Current, | Budget, fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| | year 1959 
| 
(1) (2) | (3) (4) (5) | (6) 
ese alain ipa iocieipaincertamnneers | ee ‘ScoanBR —|——— emer creer 
Sr i en . cnchemensmonenis | $1, 796,000 | $133, 100 $549, 000 $89,100 | $1,024, 800 
ED eat p etd dnimesncscbuacenouensh 7, 646, 000 | 23, 900 | 786, 000 | % 265, 000 3, 971, 100 
Ds ARE non cncvesetreseceseonsl DE, Ce sicadicnmennsieie | ED Reka cnaniencinadl eee 
Dam Bio! | 320,000 | 1, 300, 000 | 4, 597, 000 
i Te , acinanmeaseasl Bag OEE ine ctqneqseselosmscensninslacsupesscuas 111, 000 
Recreation facilities... .- simnageinats BE Brdakcqcdencebiuswonwssuay sian diocesan 29, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities__._______| GEES Frit pramecannslecanhaccearslaaceneninmets 80, 000 
Permanent operating equipment --_-.-.....-- | MEM Licimicns adesaloccasiedenseaes Clem aae 18, 000 
Engineering and design- RE 1, 074, 000 429, 600 430, 000 72, 400 142, 000 
Supervision and administration __.......--. | 1,102,000 | 19, 900 149, 600 270, 400 662, 100 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | aie ™) 
OG. 2th oe aki | 17, 500, 000 606, 500 | 2,261,600 | 3,996,900 | 10, 635, 000 
Undistributed costs---.-._.. sbewnéacedansee= |------------|------------|----------2-|------------ tte ce 
Total project cost (Federal funds | 
GN iahc ie Jon edie adl ee | 17, 500, 000 606, 500 | 2,261,600 | 3,996,900 | 10, 635, 000 
Pending odjustenente Aa tae talidh inbiesed Cawecpitd l<pavuipajeees 7, 900 —7, 900 let aalidebaee lo pmemmn wench 
Total cost (Federal funds only) --..-- | ‘17, 500, 000 | 614,400 | 2,253, 700 3, 996, 900 10, 635, 000 
ee Gd. oo 5 5 cnc ccc ccccccnadieecenscucsus 57, 600 142,400 | —200,000 |............ 
Total obligations. ..........---.----- En | 672, 000 2, 306, 100 | 3, 796, 900 | | 10, 635, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING okt iradod bose 
Appropriation _.._...2--------2----<---+02-4}-----0-eon-- i Re: MOU Fi co col nneneeeaaes 
Unobligated earryov er from og a PRCT Se. Rea ideteenatda 493, 000 | 796, 900 pee Testy 
Total funds available for obligation..|_........._. |} 1,165,000 | 3, 193, OR ES sh 2. tn wicetiecwcey 
Appropriation required-_........----------- |------------ leccpasenence|accnesusesee 3, 000, 000 10, 635, 000 














| 


oo 


. Appropriations to date 
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Mr. Cannon. I take it for granted there are no questions on this 
item. 


EAST BRIMFIELD RESERVOIR, MASS. 


We will now take up the East Brimfield Reservoir and will insert 
pages 39a through 44 of the justifications at this point. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


East BrimMFIELD RESERVOIR, Mass. 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate___- _- 


Revised estimate Ss ein 5225523577 Cea ae ee 3, 800, 000 


























nieacnttiline ennkeldacsa maniac seat -... 1,000, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
Staten _ —— — — eisai — 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
2 
CNS - TE THNOUNNONE..... . bc cccccancccntvenamecacadaqtons $790, 000 $890, 000 $100, 000 
Continpe construction of dam...............cccsccccnncccscces } 622, 000 622, 000 0 
COUPE EORUIICION.. ... cnccccnwsausesnenismnammnminiiie 1, 080, 700 1, 980, 700 900, 000 
Complete utility relocations................-.................| 85, 000 85, 000 
Complete construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities_____| 63, 000 63, 000 0 
Initiate and complete reservoir clearing. -.....................- } 80, 000 80, 000 0 
pe ROUT MII 5 6 ontinicdnaicnnreckaconsnansnedcese a 34, 200 34, 200 0 
Supervision and IAI scien dc. alee bite wi mined 34, 100 45, 100 | 0 
i eae .---| 2,800,000! 3,800,000! 1, 000, 000 
Revised competion schedule 
dare rep—aiptcapeittlipainiieactmramnapneseiiadiemai ities eee 
| 1959 budget Revised estimate 
BEES TC on won iL eddnnnnecwsceceneudanccdshaeaneueeee | June 1960..........| November 1959. 
Land ee w binds Selb bb obhi-ctiddvonchdbsoadnatinackelpeassiiiedil aT ED Do. 
OU cn tik bid 54s ble ies Sek aipnnerd tirin maigewpinnyinpnintscategyledettin Cin geil eS Do. 
Dam closure....---.--- papnr2o Suir renpectsieyacdpantinattaiiemim June 1959_..--- June 1959. 


Location.—On the Quinebaug River in the town of Sturbridge, Mass., 64.5 
miles above its confluence with the Shetucket River and 1 mile southwest of the 
village of Fiskdale. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1941. 

Benefit-cost ratio —1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data! 


—_—_—_—_—_——$ es 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





Cash contribution. 
CEE DOUUR in. ow nan ng cncnenquacseqccccrepnepresgteetatetaunsnaiensguad 
Total estimated project eee 
Appropriation to Jume O0, 2067.01... 2 hn nrc cemninseinctnwe ccticn 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1958. .......-...-.-. won—ndénaiidtitibediainea 


Appropriation request for fiscal year NPs j ass kbs aici 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_ _ ~..-..-.--.2 222-22. e eee scene 





! Since July 1, 1956. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 

Type: Earth fill. 

Height: 55 feet. 

Length: 520 feet. 
Spillway: 

Type: Chute. 

Length: 75 feet crest length. 

Capacity: 15,500 cubic feet per second. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
AER Se EI BAB ip 9 Soeh (RA 2p ety len 28, 800 
I ac am a Ss 1, 200 

BR Se ea ie A | ag Rs Pi Pe Sat 2s 30, 000 





Percent Completion 
schedule 
Entire project _-.........-- Scngeieeintsionkiensexainoaitedrisie te heen mop iad saline June 1960. 
I AR a aiea n- h ine dcamtio eet cvs nee @eginsmenignenins its eadioetntirn ited cioertii 8 Do. 
ccd Aiehd cated sa nadithn i nneueesteceiseetesdussenmeqstiaestassns (*) Do. 


ik cl icaciaslceiieteldaiescla Elta aS (@) June 1959. 





1 Initiated. 
2 Not started. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project lies in a highly industrialized and densely populated section of 
southern New England. It is a unit in the comprehensive plan for flood control 
in the Thames River Basin. Construction of the East Brimfield Reservoir is 
necessary to effect major reduction in flood damages at Sturbridge and South- 
bridge, Mass., and Putnam, Danielson, Jewett City, and Norwich, Conn., indus- 
trial and business centers on the Quinebaug and Thames Rivers. 

The flood of August 1955 caused damages amounting to $61,680,000 in the 
Thames River Basin. The East Brimfield Reservoir project would have pre- 
vented $12,370,000 of these damages if it had been in operation at that time. 
Annual flood-control benefits for the project are estimated at $378,000. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,800,000 will be applied to— 


I tack bt igs Al gee $790, 000 
ae ea amine «ont mibnde cma 622, 000 
Gn. ok gies grisc che on cafe ies sais tan ei > a fgaieioreti 1, 080, 700 
an renin a odie barnes akwienne cane 85, 000 
Complete construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities__._____-_-- 63, 000 
Initiate and complete reservoir clearing..--........-.--....-------- 80, 000 
es, aiinc anita isdn tw ep cine aie Weald wales 34, 200 
Supervision and administration._-__--..........-.----.---------.-- 45, 100 

Shack sabi Bs Asciesineh ahyiivh te inini is ated 6 aittg ne Alas cs postin bien sid aie 2, 800, 000 


The expenditure of these funds will provide for prosecution of the project 
during the fiscal year to meet the scheduled completion date of June 1960. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$7,400,000 is an increase of $300,000 from the latest estimate, $7,100,000, 
submitted to Congress. Increases of $343,000 for lands and damages, $575,000 
for relocations and $41,000 for addition of recreational facilities; and decreases 
of $481,500 for the dam, $96,000 for the reservoir and a net decrease of $81,500 
for other features, are based on further detailed preconstruction planning, including 
additional field investigations, and reanalysis of requirements. 














| 





a | owe a 


eo1roceooooo 


Be a a gar a 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 





Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) 
Lands and damages. -.._................... 
III cscs cs diy <scnes yw Secapipeitene libeaidiiaee 
i atriedkitimnah ch bipincend dete n dnote 
AES TS CS a 
ea hi ith enable 


R 

Buildings, grounds, and utilities__ 
Recreation facilities__.....................- 
Permanent operating equipment -_-_._...._- 
Engineering and design__.................. 
Supervision and administration -~.........- 


Undistributed costs 





Total project costs (Federal funds only)...| 7, 400, 000 373,000 | 1,814,600 | 2,751, 400 2, 461, 000 
ES COIN ook. a dagnndotiniindcdocebenmiatial 5, 100 MEL MED | wgrcathasadeegeceeaaad 
Total cost (Federal funds only)_.._.- 7, 400, 000 378,100 | 1,809,500 | 2,751,400 2, 461, 000 
RENN GNGNN as ol coal ed tédicnscddidedesna hadbene 259,500 | —259, 500 261, 000 — 261, 000 
TOURS CIININ Si weciviieicctisincdcddsiesedndsin td 637,600 | 1,550,000 | 3,012,400 2, 200, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING a 
SIIOUIN Sole oc agi ont th oka cenl iduaantnitiin 3, GRR 000 1 | ROBO Lo cccten ksh cccccsicsen 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956__.._|_........... WER OOS 1 tno deisecselsednntesecusennareacinine 
Unobligated carryover from prior year__.._|-...........]..--.------- 262, 400 ey SOE Laitodbeiesas 
Total funds available for obligation__|_........._- UR, ORES 
BOOGIE COGUINOG,, nn pin sins cncctnsedb diatnaniindal lmdintasdbaciadual 2, 800, 000 2, 200, 000 


Mr. Cannon. The benefit-cost-ratio changes on this project would 
seem to indicate that its feasibility is in question. In 1955 it was 1.1; 
in 1956, 1.9; in 1957, 1.4, and in 1958, 1.2. 7 

Now you are back to where you were in 1955. How much have we 
spent since then to find this out? 

General Ststey. If I understand your question 

Mr. Cannon. Every year you have come before us, you have given 
us a different ratio. 

General Srstey. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon. We would like to have something on which we can 
depend. Why can’t we in the beginning ascertain the true ratio and 
thereby save intervening expenses and uncertainties? 

General Srstey. As we have perfected the designs for the East 
Brimfield Reservoir we have experienced an increase in land acquisi- 
tion and relocation costs, which account for the $300,000 increase in 
the cost estimates shown on the justifications sheets this year. That 
is a rather small amount of increased cost, sir, for a project totaling 
over $7 million. It is quite normal to experience that slight amount. 

Mr. Cannon. There is a very material difference between a ratio 
of 1.9 given us in 1956 and 1.2 which you give us now. 

General Ststey. Last year the figure was 1.4, which was given to 
the committee. 

Mr. Cannon. But the previous year it was 1.9. 

General Srstey. I believe that was explained to the committee last 
year, the change between 1.9 and 1.4. I was only attempting to 
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explain the rather modest increase in cost which has occurred this 
last year. 

Mr. Cannon. Two-tenths of 1 percent. 

General Srstey. That is very small, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. On a project of this size it aggregates considerable 
money. 

Are you certain now, in view of the vacillations from year to year, 
that this is the ratio that will be given us next year? 

General Ststey. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How can you assure us that you are giving us a ratio 
on which we can depend definitely and permanently? 

General Ststey. Sir, we experienced favorable bids when we put 
this project out, and I anticipate a saving resulting from these favor- 
able bids of approximately $300,000. This will probably result in an 
increase of the benefit-cost ratio back up to the neighborhood of 1.4, 
where it was last year, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Your revised estimate there is $3,800,000. Can 
you reduce that in view of the favorable bids? 

General Srstey. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. A more favorable bid ought to cost less money. 

General Srstey. You will note, sir, that there is a substantial 
balance to complete after the fiscal year 1959, and relatively small 
contingencies reserved for this project. I feel that the $3,800,000 
requested for East Brimfield will be required this year in order to 
insure economical prosecution of the work. 

Mr. Cannon. What effect will that have on the balance to complete 
the work? I note you have a balance to complete the project after 
the fiscal year 1959, of $2,200,000. 

General Srstey. That will be changed to $1,200,000 as the result of 
the increase in the budget request from $2,800,000 to $3,800,000 this 
year. 

BIDDING TRENDS 


Mr. Cannon. Do the bids indicate a general trend of reduced costs? 

General Srstey. On construction work this year, sir, the bids that I 
have opened have generally been favorable. 

Mr. Cannon. They have been nearer, or below, the departmental 
estimate? 

General Srstey. The Government estimates, yes. 

Mr. Cannon. Any further inquiry on the East Brimfield Reservoir? 

Mr. Boutanp. The increase from $2,800,000 to $3,800,000 comes 
about as a result of a recommendation by the Bureau of the Budget, 
does it not, and by the administration? The original request was for 
$2,800,000? 

General Sister. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Bouanp. The administration also recommended the additional 
expenditure of $125,000,000, and is this one of the projects included in 
that recommendation? 
General Srstey. Yes, sir. 
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EFFECT OF BUDGET AMENDMENT ON UNEMPLOYMENT 


Mr. Botanp. Ostensibly at the time the $125 million was recom- 
mended it was for the purpose of relieving unemployment. 

Now, actually the addition of this $1 million would mean how many 
more employables? 

General S1stey. This probably would not reflect any large increase 
in employment in central-southern Massachusetts where the dam is 
located, sir. However, if the funds are not appropriated as requested 
it will mean probably a layoff of some of the employees who otherwise 
would be employed. 

Mr. Botanp. That really would not necessarily be so. The original 
amount requested was $2,800,000, and I presume when the corps put 
that particular amount in it knew, or the contractor would know, 
precisely how many people he would have employed over that period 
of time. 

General Sis.ey. The corps requested $3,800,000 from the Bureau 
of the Budget this year. 

Mr. Botanp. And it was cut to $2,800,000; is that right? 

General Sintey. That is correct. 

Mr. Botanp. In any event, it does mean on these projects for which 
more money is now allocated, as the result of the action of this com- 
mittee, and as the result of recommendations of the administration, 
that these projects will come to a completion more rapidly—something 
that we all want to see happen—not only in the New England area 
but all sections of the United States where flood is a menace. 

General Ststey. That is correct. 

Mr. Botanp. But I do not think that these projects should be 
looked at from the point of view of relieving the unemployment 
situation. I think that the $125 million recommended is a mere 
pittance insofar as putting people to work is concerned. I presume 
that the expenditure of an additional $125 million in the fiscal year 
1959 perhaps would not mean employment of over seven to ten 
thousand people, if that many. Would that be right, Colonel Penney? 

Colonel Penney. We have roughly estimated, sir, that $1 million— 
and this is on the average countrywide—would mean perhaps 125 
man-years of employment on and off the job. 

Mr. Evins. So it was the result of the action of this committee that 
aided the Corps of Engineers to keep the amount they originally 
requested of the Bureau of the Budget; is that right, General? 

Colonel Penney. If I may answer that, Mr. Evins, it certainly was 
an indication of the interest of Congress in the problem. 

Mr. Evins. The general testified that they requested $3,800,000 of 
the Bureau of the Budget originally, and it was cut to $2,800,000, so 
when this committee acted they were able then to get the amount 
they originally requested. 

Colonel Penney. We were able under the revised estimate to get 
the original request. 

Mr. Botanp. It would seem to me the emphasis should be placed 
more on the fact these projects ought to be brought to a more rapid 
completion because in the long run we are going to save lives, we are 
going to save money with respect to damage to property. So, what- 
ever amounts that have been appropriated in addition to the recom- 
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mendation, or whatever recommendations have been increased, it 
seems to me that that should be justified with respect to getting the 
jobs done as quickly as possible. I think this committee is in favor 
of that. I do not think the yardstick will be the number of people 
employed. That is just not so. The Corps of Engineers did not put 
it upon that basis, either. But most of the press releases indicate 
that this kind of a public works project relieves the unemployment 
situation. It does not at all. As your figures prove, this would only 
put about 12,000 people to work throughout the United States. 

Mr. Cannon. The revised estimates on this project are in the 


nature of a slowdown. 


General Srptey. May I review the dates. Last year the comple- 
tion date for the project was given to the committee as June 1959. 
With the first fiscal year 1959 budget estimate the entire project 
completion date was deferred to June 1960, and with the addition of 
the $1 million to the project our new and present completion date is 
November 1959, or a savings of 7 months in the completion of this 


project. 


Mr. Cannon. That would result in saving time, but would it result 


in saving money? 
General S1s.ey. Yes, sir. 


HODGES VILLAGE RESERVOIR, MASS. 


Mr. Cannon. If there are no further questions, we will take up 
the Hodges Village Reservoir. Insert pages 45-a through 50 of the 


justifications in the record at this point. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


HODGES VILLAGE RESERVOIR, MASS. 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate 


alll 


ee Solace owen | LO eee oe 


Increase in budget estimate... ....-...-....22.-225- 2a e 


The increase will be applied as follows: 











1959 budget 
Initiate and complete road relocations_.-__.----- caeutecubtes $314, 000 
Oomplete utility releontiose. «<< -<....~.1...22.26650600-5-0-2. 294, 700 
Complete construction of dam--.-_......-.......------..----.- 793, 300 
Initiate and complete construction of buildings, grounds, and 
EES tcdeduins anmcbieieetetai 65, 000 
Continue land acquisition ---_.........-- sere bbe edna reat aie 900, 000 
initiate and complete acquisition of access road -_-- -- 30, 000 


Initiate and complete acquisition of permanent operating 


th cine els Unnnte obeys etureundsnanrehnetinnntte 15, 000 
Initiate and complete reservoir clearing ----..............-.---- 105, 000 
Engineering and design.__.._.............-- Sei osnlee Urea career 47, 000 
Supervision and administration... ...................----.--.- 136, 000 








ee nee epee 
TT 


cicoooo ooo ooo 
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Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget Revised estimate 








SOI DONNOU 0 ices 5 snk dni ons Ses ded dnk es dub SesspssuScusseReed September 1959_._. ee 1959. 
SE SIERO soi ance cenctucin myn ecin aces ents tiiaadsaliahendibabigiaiainaeninatiaaelaaae eis ila June 1959. 
OND. nccncninndéebneser peiminaadaye tei eenseuntghinbeeebeennbeneel OD ctcumoadounad September 1959. 


PL csconsccenosecomunucasseecessuctastenlannanelnne August 1958_.....- August 1958. 





Location.—On the French River, 16.5 miles above its confluence with the Quine- 
baug River, at Hodges Village, in the town of Oxford, Mass., about 5miles north 
of Webster, Mass. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1941. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.95 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
z | 
Estimated Federal cost.___.._- E : nisneonmipisteiliectemdmide inal Oo eee hace cae 
Estimated non-Federal cost ‘ : ine gralelindeal sid ties -| DF En civnwuicncaacticeta 
Camm GoGariveen. oss. 6. ei a, os sili Shida Agia Wiehe aoa yy 
Other costs E. spibhishinnshieliiicdneminaiiiieioeaniainaagddthddlitedeienmadaiiaudcael a 
Total estimated Federal cost Z ii Svkshide Eaistoantepodinds | ED Cet acecie aioe 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_. 580, 000 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958___........-- wbieim ceiedeitadnaapeel 1, 860, 000 |.....-- asia 
Appropriations to date z gh. J hb doses 3. Rasaneeasl 2, 440, 000 46 
Appropriations requested for fiscal y ear 1959. PITA < di cdiescae | 2, 700, 000 | 97 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 . ; nate ‘ | 160, 000 | 





PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Earth fill. 

Height: 55 feet. 

Length: 2,140 feet. 
Spillway: 

Type: Channel with low ogee weir. 

Length: 145-foot crest. 

Capacity: 25,800 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: Flood control, 12,800 acre-feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 





Percent | Completion 
schedule 
| 
RE NE 5 inst cwnhacdvncasanbdectanaanbbanedahamabhtinaahinbtiadees ..| September 1959, 
it Cie... . | 25: 1b 5b abdbaccucsducaisauinlvaneunommeah 20 Do. 
PC CO GHRUEED ....occngeneccmthibbbinaaciensndctsecenkebanelbheda oe | Do. 


Poet (ek SOON Zé... ~ ukis Ues~anennnsodnctknindecrnendthebctoededia Prectianeso} August 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project lies in a highly industrialized and densely populated section of 
southern New England. It is a unit in the comprehensive plan for flood control 
in the Thames River Basin. Construction of the Hodges Village Reservoir is 
necessary to effect major reductions in flood damage at Webster and Dudley, 
Mass., and Thompson (Grosvernordale), Conn., industrial and business centers 
on the French River. In addition, flood damages will be materially reduced at 
damage centers extending from Putnam, Conn., on the Quinebaug River, down- 
stream to Norwich, Conn., on the Thames River. 

The flood of August 1955 caused damages amounting to $61,680,000 in the 
Thames River Basin. The Hodges Village Reservoir project would have pre- 
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vented $9,400,000 of these damages if it had been in operation at that time. 
Annual flood-control benefits for the project are estimated at $421,000. 


Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,700,000 will 


Initiate and complete road relocations 
Complete utility relocations..__...............--...-..-... 
Complete construction of dam 


Initiate and complete construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities__ 


ree tae ONION. ee oe ee 
Initiate and complete construction of access road 


Initiate and complete acquisition of permanent operating equipment _-_ 


Initiate and complete reservoir clearing 
RD eR ED 
Supervision and administration 


be applied to: 


$314, 000 
294, 700 
793, 300 

65, 000 
900, 000 
30, 000 
15, 000 
105, 000 
47, 000 
136, 000 


tbdidhicdihive 2, 700, 000 


The appropriation of these funds will provide for substantial completion of the 


project. 
Non-Federal costs.—None. 
Status of local cooperation.—None required. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—No change from the latest estimate sub- 


mitted to Congress. There have been minor compensating a 
of some features, based on further studies. 


djustments in costs 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 















































Balance to 
Total to Current | Budget fis-| complete 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year | after fiscal 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages a $2, 171, 300 $958, 000 $900, 000 $232, 600 
Relocations § 1, 283, 700 505, 000 608, 700 170, 000 
I cieecsicceseereshi ions 105, 000 ecient | ee 
DN a hited namecane 1, 095, 000 | 200, 000 5000 Pid 5..<0ncn 
I i aioe iota tlc hile Giclee chs neni dm ioscan SI Ts. Scslieimered sta eecaetadiiiae et heceussn 
Buildings, grounds and utilities __._......- ME Enc; ven bkch ate cosecetdeee ie dake eo osce 
Permanent operating equipment __-_---_- 15, 000 care ME Bic eesntiecniae 
Engineering and design _...._.......-.--- 306, 000 180, 500 77, 500 47, 000 1,000 
Supervision and administration___-..__- 229, 000 15, 100 67, 900 136, 000 10, 000 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
SS Se Ff 276, 300 1, 808, 400 2, 801, 700 413, 600 
= [SS = = ——— — 
Total project cost (Federal funds only). .- 5, 300, 000 276,300 | 1,808,400 | 2,801, 700 413, 600 
eI StS 7... cettaionianp aceien 1, 900 RE ras ock ae bats wpheins ae 
Total cost (Federal funds only) ..........-- ~ 5, 300, 000 278, 200 es 806, 500 ~ 2,801, 700 | «413, 600 
pp, ee ee 6, 500 —6, 500 253, 600 — 253, 600 
Total obligations. ...._. 5 284, 700 1, 800, 000 3, 055, 300 160, 000 
Sa ==|- == 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Se «in, in, Mw eenhonpidhteenenens tabecdicniete 480,000 | 1,860,000 |........-...].... = 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956.....|-.......---- TR GOS bin. ctkicennus eee icc L 
Unobligated carryover from prior year... -.|.......-..--}-..-----.-.- 295, 300 355, 300 }..........-. 
Total funds available for obligation__|..........-- Nope 8 ae ee ee 
SN I os ME cee | 2,700, 000 160, 000 





NORTH ADAMS, MASS. 


Mr. Cannon. If there are no further questions, we will take up the 
North Adams project and will insert pages 51—-a through 57 of the 


justifications in the record at this point. 
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(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Norto Apams, Mass. 


(Continuing) 
I STINT cen wi 4 oss craggy ox esi tin. tga tn elig nda dsp dighnadicdi ilipentioed $3, 700, 000 
Pe MMMM . 5.5. Sones Soke ub nes aawlcaewedanimdeembee 4, 500, 000 
Toereneé ti Wudiget esthitintess. 022 oct eats sce 800, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 











=a lS 


o_o eh 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Unit 4: Continue construction on the upper reach of the north 
branch, which wil! be initiated in fiscal year 1958. ............ $880, 000 $880, 000 0 
Unit 5: Continue construction on the south branch. -...........-. 920, 000 1, 420, 000 $500, 000 
Unit 6: Continue construction on the Braytonville section of 
the channel improvement... .ci5.c5 con cece w beie ce cicsacse 1, 635, 000 1, 855, 000 220, 000 
Baginecring and Cesige. ...n 5 ce bsv eee Sess Wi cicsesbed 5, 000 15, 000 10, 000 
Supervision and administration........................--..-.- 260, 000 ‘ 7, 
PORE ons cccdccpededsvendiidlsknseebedssdbiecatiaenen 3, 700, 000 4, 500, 000 800, 000 
| Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
Unit 1: Channel excavation, earth levee, concrete walls, drop | Complete.....-.-- Complete. 
structure and stilling basin, and concrete channel on Hoosic 
River (main stream). 
Unit 2: Channel excavation and concrete channel on Hoosic |-_.-.-. ES Do. 
River (main stream). 
, Unit 3: Channel excavation, and concrete channel on North and | April 1958__.._._.- April 1958. 
South Branches. 
' Unit 4: Channel excavation, concrete channel, concrete walls, | December 1960....| June 1960. 
) — of debris basin, and construction of dam on North 
} ranch. 
Unit 5: Channel excavation, concrete channel, and concrete | September 1960_... Do. 
walls, levees, pumping station and dam on South Branch. 
Unit 6: Channel excavation, levees, concrete walls, dam and | December 1959....| December 1959. 
stilling basin on the Hoosie River (main stream). 
Sees WOON 6 otk 3 i a ns ein cs a December 1960....| June 1960. 
Location.— Berkshire County, Mass., on the North Branch, South Branch, and 
Hoosic River, about 52 miles above its junction with the Hudson River. 
Authorization.— 1936 and 1941 Flood Control Acts. 
Benefit-cost ratio —1.2 to 1. 
Summarized financial data 
| Accumulated 


“2s. |= es 


Federal cost 


Pe WORSE COU. «55. wc. acca cctsccecksdeanksckeveeumeeunssemenaneee $15, 600, 000 |........-..-- 
en INPRO CII cs ing acs enschede nti pissin hens tipatiginions Sele SOR to a 3, 420,000 }........- 
NII cnn neon to icheniinasceien qpillesinkecais icaiereneialaDaoaDiamiainasie 0 |- ae 
SI SI sonkitinns on oresstousse a> ccm eae ecneapte peeing weenie aghast aati eaalah ace mie 3, 420, 000 | _- as 
Total estimated project cost.._........-.-.---.-------.- ndipicehdeipbinetaa oN | ee ee 
I 00 FUG OR, SE non ep tire wesimkeninninpndaannetateend 4, 205, 000 |... tal 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958. ..........-.--------- kobe ate cieaaae WEEE Beste on cocaine 
Appropriations to date__._.......----- secnctnsaorn antaltignicadbchinnianie ease 7, 902, 000 51 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_.....- intinseininiontaccilraaiaaegaaed 3, 700, 000 74 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. ._...........--..---.---.--.----- | 3, 998, 000 : dics 


Amount percent of 
estimated 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Levees: Feet 
PR os cs crasesacacach cocucaecesccssccksaeecbbas 17 
DR eS en<o awn n  deeeOb aL AIL) cc cneuswnceeuccous 11, 300 

Concrete flood walls: 

RS 2nd. Su cevenSeecu dU iin cevenwneresuseces 23 
eee Seek dns wo: SOU Os ca Sede iat bubebienenn 1, 870 

Earth channels: 

EE ree ea ie a tia ae Ue wie grab bccn enna grein exsee 17, 900 
nn. 2 ce. SP et ea ek bee 95 

Concrete channels: 

SEN. SoC sk we ee ewewnw ee aleLed agua al lie apa 10, 900 
ee a ali ta ee re ee 45-80 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 








Percent Completion 
schedule 
Unit 1: Channel excavation, earth levees, concrete walls, drop structure 
and stilling basin, and concrete channel, on Hoosie River (main stream) --| 100 | 
Unit 2: Channel excavation, and concrete channel on Hoosic River (main 
etrenm) . . 2. -2.<....-. ‘ | 100 | 
Unit 3: Channel excavation, and concrete channel on North and South 


Branches bid Siete ec , pa ol to is ; 
Unit 4: Channel excavation, concrete channel, concrete walls, excavation | 
of debris basin, and construction of dam on North Branch 
Unit 5: Channel excavation, concrete channel, and concrete walls, levees, 


| 

91 | April 1958. 

| 
pumping station and dam on South Branch_. 20 | September 1960. 

' 


0 | December 1960. 


Unit 6: Channel excavation, levees. concrete walls, dam and stilling basin 
on the Hoosic River (main stream) -- 


23 | December 1959, 
Entire project. ............-..- 


38 | December 1960. 





| 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection for the city of North Adams against Hoosic 
River, North and South Branch floods. Protectioa will be afforded to the flooded 
area comprising about 85 percent of the industrial and commercial section, and 
about 25 percent of the residential section of the entire city. Protection will be 
afforded to 13 major industries, 570 commercial establishments, 580 residences, 
7 public buildings, public roads, and public utilities and services. During the 
floods of November 1927, March 1936, September 1938, and December 1948, the 
recurring damages suffered by the city would aggregate about $16.0 million at 
current prices. These damages would have been prevented had the project been 
constructed. The average annual benefits for the project are estimated at $1 million. 
Early completion of the project is essential to prevent recurring flood damages. 
The project provides flood protection to the Sprague Electric Co. plant, which 
is engaged in the manufacture of radar, electronic, and other electrical equipment. 
The firm had extensive Government contracts during World War II, and is now 
performing classified research work for the Government. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $3,700,000 will be applied to: 
Unit 4: Continue construction on the upper reach of the North 

Branch, which will be initiated in fiscal year 1958_- 3 alee $800, 000 
Unit 5: Continue construction on the South Branch_-____-_-- 5 920, 000 
Unit 6: Continue construction on the Braytonville section of the 

channel improvement_-_-___--_-_----- tie a ane Na aa bre a» |, 635, OOO 


Engineering and design___ ce =s=c sgtewecs oe 5, 000 
Supervision and administration____-_-_---- be ial oi teagan eee Sean's nee ae 260, 000 
tia os : ge rece aie ts eee 3, 700, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1959 will provide for continuation of con- 
struction under continuing contracts initiated in prior years with a view to project 
completion by December 1960. 





eae me RR ae 
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Non-Federal costs-—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $3,420,000 broken down as 
follows: 


Diode bit Gamnmed. 2) Ee) Or ore geo lit W048 $490, 000 
Relocations (utilities and railroad)_________________. _ dak 980, 000 
Roads, bridge approaches, bridges, and drainage bibuw idnden i- ack 3¢ 1, 950, 000 

Es, OSU ACh en cxtninm tac maaan pages aaldme ama ee 3, 420, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $51,500. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of $325, 000 
for channel clearing prior to initiation of construction of the authorized Federal 
improvement. 

Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances of local cooperation were ac- 
cepted from the city of North Adams and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
on December 15, 1949, and Nov ember 21, 1950, respectively. Land acquisition 
has been completed on units 1, 2, and 3, and for work programed on units 5 and 6 
through fiseal year 1958. Negotiations for necessary rights-of-way for the re- 
mainder of project are in progress and all requirements are expected to be furnished 
well in advance of construction. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$15,600,000 is a decrease of $600,000 from the latest estimate ($16,200,000) 
submitted to Congress. The decrease is due to a reduction of $710,000 in esti- 
mated construction costs resulting from favorable bids, partially offset by an 
increase of $110,000 for engineering and design based on reanalysis of requirements. 
































Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 
| 
Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 | 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
ES IS Oy EE eR A $1, 607, 000 $24, 400 $475, 600 | $900, 000 $207, 000 
I hi Bat hee Bnet cepacia 8, 197, 000 2, 530, 200 2, 622, 890 1, 025, 000 2, 019, 000 
Levees and flood walls__.................- 3, 796, 000 244, 100 653,900 | 1, 210,000 1, 688, 000 
Engineering and design_..................- 850, 000 717, 000 | 93, 000 5, 000 35, 000 
Supervision and administration... -.......- 1, 150, 000 212, 200 | 328, 800 260, 000 349, 000 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
Oa a aia ea Rat a ain 15, 600, 000 3, 727, 900 4, 174, 100 3, 400, 000 4, 298, 000 
Undistributed cost...................-.-- Gat~-seeGes 100 | —100 | ot 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
GHD oie deh tate dee 15, = 000 | 3,728,000 | 4,174,000 | 3,400,000 4, 298, 000 
Pending adjustments. paedteiecees’ —9, 200 Dik encneane sds nce icateaiieeaieoes 
Total cost (Federal funds only) -.-.-_- 15, 600, 000 3, 3, 718, 800 | 4,183,200 | 3, 400, 000 4, 298, 000 
WMGe VETER OLGOS. . oo. 5. a ccc cenceceeces IP REECE 469, 000 — 469, 000 300, 000 —300, 000 
Total obligations..............-.-- , | ~ 4,187,800 | 3,714,200 | 3, 700, 000 | 3, 998, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING ng a an wn 
| 
Sn: 4... cLULE Ae puhabnupekbowstis ccancecees SS Gee - Dee Resdccccccccabinedcomteans 
Permanent transfer since July 1, 1956......|.........--. SPINE Bevin ds cccaeendccdes ob bineciaaenienaee 
Unobligated carryover from prior year-._. -| cathy lie «eh ade ace File SK Mntiin-cnh-tn th atte edibiainibeeieesieabh. orm 
Total funds available for i i debcihediad i’ 205,000 | 3,714, 200 Se re 
Appropriations required__...............-- f cu ndsuageuaaeronintuibeaies Rarenccntonteneed 3, 700, 000 3, 998, 000 
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WORCESTER DIVERSION, MASS. 


Mr. Cannon, If there are no further questions, we will take up the 
Worcester diversion item and will insert in the record, pages 58-a 
through 63 of the justifications at this point. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Worcester Diversion, MAssacHusetts 
































(Continuing) 
I cc nrtansinmmmme oid 2nd tio tnninmntitialeen ath a $2, 000, 000 
US OR. nn mnmnn cones onhdeenebdageas<sennenapetecaur 2, 534, 000 
SUSE Fy CURIE, GIINOEO. 0 cae ncnnbagmiennennybocetaqceenseh 534, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Plas el ene 
Continue construction of channel and tunnel----_.._...-_-.-- | $1,387,000 $1, 806, 000 $419, 000 
Continue construction of floodway control and diversion | 
Dahan nso os sin dn einen cccenswcnnccdsncwecccsnese | 440, 000 520, 000 80, 0000 
Engineering and design----- pegs Leathe aatbesihichlpeomanen | 6, 500 11, 500 5, 000 
Supervision and administration.................-..--.-.....-- 166, 500 196, 500 30, 000 
I ate aibidsindtiect tenon neonaterenenensncneoce| 2, 000, 000 | 2, 534, 000 | 534, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
ST ONDE i elated s cabdindcancnniatindlansanqutbasbawinatn November 1959 | June 1959. 
. (as EI ho jtenc et saticrenamtcbun peoweupedbadglodeuhe | siadiitions =e" Do. 
DS 5. dS eR non ttnedie sonndiinilgmantdalypatokediantihanns OD .teiieidccs Do. 


Railroad relocation. _.......--.- Wirnke geo aedeaeEas Deanne June 1958_........ + June 1958. 


Location.—The project will extend from Leesville Pond, three-fourths mile 
southwest of Worcester to the Blackstone River, one-half mile southeast of the 
city, in the towns of Auburn and Millbury, Worcester County. 


Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1944. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 

















Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost.-.-.--...-.------------------------ oe > UF ee 
Estimated non-Federal cost. .-....-.-.---- ecte NE Sinha el 
Cash contribution. -.-.-..--.-.---.-----------.-.-.-----.----..--------- DP ticecncesoiakoaes 
Other costs. .-..-..-.-------------------------------------------------- DOME lw aisiwsanceceens 
Total estimated project cost... -..----.------------------------------------ 6, 113, 000 |...........-...- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957... ----------------------------------------- : Tn 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1958-. ----- open RD Basti icds.icden 
Appropriations to date- - ----- -------- nom 2, 736, 000 52 
Appropriation requests for fiscal year 1959_ - Cae 2, 000, 000 90 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. .........-.-------.-.-.-----...-- See te 





Includes permanent transfer of $266,000. 





———————EeE——— 


' 
' 
' 
' 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Tunnel: 
Type: Circular concrete in earth and concrete lined circular in rock. 
Length: 4,205 feet. 
Diameter: 16 feet. 
Control dam: 
Type: Earth fill embankment. 
Length: 370 feet. 
Height: 16 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Concrete founded on earth. 
Length: 180 feet. 
Gates: 2 (5 by 5 feet) incorporated in spillway section. 
Channel: 
Type: Open in rock and earth. 
Length: 11,300 feet. 
Intake structure: 
Type: Semicircular weir. 
Radius: 45.5 feet. 
Crest elevation: 487.0 feet mean sea level. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958): Percent 
II INT, NO ck oh st ces tna grace int trp tak So oo eka ere 25 
Pe SENN erst cionwsnesasawttedn os5 Sse nem, 7 

Completion schedule: 
BRING. BOOIEUE ane grep mene -<er ene sens seeesetnecen November 1959. 
NG Sn POE BU 6 cious ccd cadens eee Do. 
Cu a wn cteccesciaetacade eae Do. 
HetGRe POLIOCRMOligA dc <n bee ~- 52a n acura aptemtaheied June 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide almost complete flood control of the upper portion of 
the Middle River and substantial control of flood flows through the remaining 
portions of the city of Worcester. The area affected by the project suffered a total 
of $1,400,000 in damages from the flood of March 1936. Operation of the project 
at that time would have prevented damages amounting to $1,200,000. In the 
August 1955 flood, the city of Worcester suffered damages of $28,500,000 to 
industrial, commercial and residential properties, and public utilities. Operation 
of the project at the time of this flood would have prevented damages amounting 
to $21,700,000. Annual flood control benefits for the project are estimated at 
$484,000. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,000,000 will be applied to: 


Continue construction of channel and tunnel_______-_...__.-- ___ $1, 387, 000 
Continue construction of floodway control and diversion structures__ 440, 000 
eras O00 GON a 85 a ccan Sass Ske aeSeE See Se ete een eae 6, 500 
Supervision and administration----~......----------------------. 166, 500 

Total. . ..... nn enoe een e nn ooo sseas eb laesegecks dL 0E 2, 000, 000 


Expenditure of these funds is necessary to provide for the minimum orderly 
prosecution of construction of the project in accordance with the scheduled com- 
pletion date for the existing contract. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $843,000 for relocation of 
bridges and utilities and acquisition of lands. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $10,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation were executed by 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts on February 17, 1956, and by the city of 
Worcester on February 24, 1956. The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has 
furnished all lands, easements, and rights-of-way for the entire project, and will 
handle all highway bridge and utility relocations. The city of Worcester will op- 
erate and maintain the project after completion. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$5,270,000 is a decrease of $400,000 from the latest estimate ($5,670,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. A $493,000 decrease based on favorable bids was partially 
offset bya $93,000 increase in the railroad-bridge relocation based on further 
design studies. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





| Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 















































Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Nee ee oe thn cdepes SI GIN Tig ewtcdgeten tied ania 
Channels and canals (tunnel) -_............- 1, 793, 000 | $1, 387, 000 $419, 000 
eee Oltntees GG CIVETEIOR. . .. ncn nahi ciccconscneheunndns Sdsolig aise, Aesbedd bebe fukn ncace 
a bk in cicacumdnoeocusenenan 244, 000 440, 000 80, 000 
Engineering NNN 17, 000 6, 500 5, 000 
Supervision and administration ...........- 187, 600 166, 500 30, 000 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
Na pi alent hi eee ad tera 5, 270, 000 292,400 | 2,443,600 | 2,000, 000 534, 000 
Total project cost (Federal funds 

ON a caer eenee 5, 270, 000 292,400 | 2,443,600 | 2,000,000 534, 000 
Pending adjustments__................-.-- L ches aptoan 2, 600 CET fat-abiscndelebondtososes 
atacllncianiidiall dlindicionieal ; a ia 
Total costs (Federal funds only) -_-- 5, 270, 000 295,000 | 2, 441, 000° 2, 000, 000 534, 000 
ReINWOROG GROCERS... ance eeeccccneccece Ree 400, 600 —400, G8 A Aiidscxbeveebivccsestenle 
Total obligations.................... -.......-} 605,600 | 2,040,400 | 2,000,000 | 534, 000 

METHOD OF FINANCING nae saccade " a onal 
Po ER ee ee er | 970, 000 Bee Ole Cie ane Chbclcc cee dukes 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_...- STs cctndisuisia asa Rinteneal BA GE lo cenadheasetibbcapecnminis 
Unobligated carryover from prior year----- | Sarna iad Wish ta lait a 274, 400 0 aed eae 
Total funds available for obligation..|..._.______- 970,000 | 2,040,400}... Binh 2 os 
Appropriations required_.................- Stade tides oeetee tebe pete 2, 000, 000 534, 000 


HOPKINTON-EVERETT RESERVOIR, N. H. 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up the Hopkinton-Everett Reservoir. 
Insert pages 64—a through page 69 of the justifications in the record 
at this point. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


HopxkINTon-EvERETT ReEsErvorr, N. H. 























(Continuing) 
eee a $1, 200, 000 
Revised estimate__.._._._.__-_---- ip A Ppa ELON S EPONE Yi: TSR 1, 400, 000 
Increase in budget RR Oe Sm Sk Xo cop womereee eee oe 200, 000 
The increase will be appliec d as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue land acquisition - - - -- , 5 iawn s | $400, 000 $500, 000 $100, 000 
Initiate relocations__-- wimg si bs adele ilies 280, 000 280, 000 0 
Engineering and design hing 500, 000 590, 000 90, 000 
Supervision and administration... ~~... ---- siok | 20, 000 30, 000 | 10, 000 
Me cechineetnacs. ones peelectagte eta ne 1, 200, 000 | 1, 400, 000 200, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget mt Revised estimate 
po sildeielt elastic eltacatan' dearcake nanan ..----| June 1964. .._. met June 1964, 
Land acquisition -.._.......- a map tedee ndliethiee inthe ce waa nae in June 1963_........- | June 1963. 
IL DALY. COdSG. Addn de deeh da nous bade cteasendtcpeuduas June 1964__..-.-_-- December 1962. 
PND « hi cuicsdh ob Gd saUhened - sade sew Oh teed. ‘| July 1962... ....--. July 1962. 
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Horxinton-Everett Reservorr, N. H. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—The site of the Hopkinton Dam is on the Contoocook River, 17.3 
miles above its junction with the Merrimack River and about one-half mile up- 
stream from the village of West Hopkinton. The site of the Everett Dam is on 
the Piscataquog River, 16 miles above its junction with the Merrimack River, and 
about 1.3 miles southeast of the village of East Weare. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial date 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


I WE ee in FE. hors acarntinien bine taba eicuedananeli $34, 400, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contribution 
Other costs 


Appropriations to June 30, 1957 


Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 





























| 
ID SO eee tiie nu eemanedia "000 2 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__.._............-..--.--.--.--- 1, 200, 000 6 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__.................- snialinascscneaiaaetiacs 32, 483, 000 nalntedebaaihice 
| 
Physical data (preliminary) 
Hopkinton Everett 
Dam: | 
Be ot isaitiiiecenninuniesticmnalipa dite ORT Tics tld. sak ebasicde adie | Earth fill. 
RE | Vidsisdun's widdeniaclaaicadented FE Rand tbe k= enn 408 | 115 feet. 
I inn 5 nie ti timsienlreen citi SIG IICC  ceiesdbchbecnnshaungeue 1,250 feet. 
Spillway | 
SO a dacs hee aseme tisha bdeaaes | Came 3 ha ident | Overflow. 
SN See onc an dae taieiccnd | 93,000 cubic feet per second... --. | 25,000 cubic feet per second. 
ae ee Ge pee. Si cen ca 200 feet. 
Canals: | 
NE Sinan sgl beteerenetias LL eee ee 14,500 feet. 
og SE LE ae) eee stony See ee ORE oi seek 170 feet. 
Dikes: 
ey ee ee Wa Gr St hh see a ticee 5,900 feet. 
PD Sit rbaikntensintncdetu aweteaiil | Fe BE. dnt ddcecdhccusgalideeetel 48 feet. 
Reservoir capacity: Flood control, 157,000 acre-feet. 
Status (January 1, 1958): Not started. 
Completion schedule: 
SIG DR has sc CECE eOIEWed once ndncaenedes June 1964. 
aN CU RIO oa ck in age wh nas So li pac is Se ara lat June 1963. 
prepentnnbas 435k SiS. wd eed. be cio bun aemane June 1964. 
SAMSUNG 3 eR is, 2500 BOS Fb cin cue duanecommnnemaenaen July 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Hopkinton-Everett project is an important unit in the comprehensive plan 
of improvement for flood control in the Merrimack River Basin. This project, 
together with the 3 completed reservoirs, will control about 32 percent of the total 
drainage area of the Merrimack River Basin. Construction of this reservoir is 
required, in addition to the completed reservoirs, to reduce flood stages to below 
the grade of dikes at those downstream cities now having local protective works. 
The downstream protective works will continue to provide a false sense of security 
until the complementary upstream storage insures adeauate control of flood- 
waters. It is estimated that upon a recurrence of the 1936 and 1938 floods, the 
Hopkinton-Everett project would reduce stages at Manchester, N. H., by 4 feet 
and 3.4 feet, respectively, and at Lowell, Mass., by 3 feet and 2.6 feet, respec- 


25230—58—pt. 2——_12 
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tively. Under present conditions of development, without Hopkinton-Everett 
protection, these floods would cause $153 million and $53 million in damages, 
respectively, of which the project could prevent $38 million and $16 million 
respectively. About 200 industries, producing woolen, cotton, and synthetic 
textiles, mica products, paper and paper box products, gypsum board, shoe 
machinery, plastics, and,electronic equipment, would benefit from this protection, 
Annual flood control benefits for the project are estimated at $1,800,000. 
Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,200,000 will be applied to— 


Cais land ponuisition......... e222 ecw ess $400, 000 
Nee NN ne Lacon nenencnemoandeeesiuaseeuele 280, 000 
i oi Dependence cwadwn a w0ceull 500, 000 
Supervision and administration.__............2.....---.-..------ 20, 000 

iii EE Aine crccncsbntentedhnncewendesenee 1, 200, 000 


Acquisition of lands for 2 dams, 4 dikes, and 2 canals, and initiation of relocation 
of highways is necessary prior to construction of dams. 
Non-Federal costs.—None. 


Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal estimate of $34,- 
400,000 is an increase of $300,000 over the latest estimate ($34,100,000) submitted 
to Congress. The increase is primarily to provide for retirement contributions. 


Summary construction program (PB-I), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


| 
Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 









































Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
()) (2) | (3) (4) (5) (6) 
—_—_—_——_- On nk eee we ee oo Pe, —_——— | —_———__ — — 
A RO do nn oanacsanevennt $2, 468, 000 |....---- e $100, 000 $400, 000 $1, 968, 000 
iin iintidacnniiniaminaiatebinnnnounnt:.. Gy CE ema ctnds ceh-cneclll i iahancace aesb abit 180, 000 7, 800, 000 
i  clirteeabigGd<cslitdnacbadaéoes SOE Bans ncusisese Te Sein eewkee ak 383, 000 
Tg a icrntecictniapi gin k hd team nmdnne 1D, G76 O00. 4. sits 300d a als een ed 19, 478, 000 
Roads. -....- ‘pinion RE, Banca tia Ba iene ce atnure oes Become ectoomsk 88, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities..__----_- DRE Dicnine PUDL El Rene dtandenna a alae j 85, 000 
Recreation facilities_.._- __- i BEE 0 eccrinihiytnon Be walinaroeinaeton siete atte ie 180, 000 
Permanent operating equipment.._.___- Sasi 25, 000 |...-- i al "a 25, 000 
Engineering and design............-...-~.- 1, 793, 000 $72, 300 “401, 300 500, 000 819, 400 
Supervision and administration............| 1,920,000 3, 400 40, 000 20, 000 1, 856, 600 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
UES cece Dees WEN eainadee 34, 400, 000 75, 7 541,300 | 1,100,000 | 32,683,000 
Undistributed cost. -........-- Sen ipelpeirtecciciark dead PRE E siswacsceee caine iin wR 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
NT eb adinhaas 34, 400, 000 75, 700 541, 300 1, 100, 000 32, 683, 000 
Pending. sdhastunsnite Dicuitauth cabetanne geek tee iacn sae 2, 900 a .....-..... ee 
Total cost (Federal funds iemeeameet 34, 400, 000 78, 600 538, 400 1,100,000 | 32, 683, 000 
Undelivered orders-_--_---- REPS) ER 5, 100 —5, 100 200, 000 —200, 000 
TE ID cr natincwiawadncacdalnnncewtennebid 83, 700 533, 300 1, 300, . 000 32, 483, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
citer pitetirrns'amntimemenens 





Unobligated carryover from prior year-..-. 





Total funds available for obligation. 





TT 
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STATUS OF WORE 


Mr. Cannon. The Senate inserted funds to start this project last 
year. Will you describe the project briefly and tell us if you are ac- 
tually ready to start on it? 

General Srptey. With the funds which were appropriated by the 
Congress last year of $600,000, we expect to complete the design 
memorandums in September of this year. 

Mr. Cannon. You had not stantial, this as of January 1 at the time 
these justifications were prepared. Have you started it yet, General? 

General Sistey. We are in the process of preparing our design 
memorandums now, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You have not actually started construction? 

General Sintey. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the date set for completion? 

General Sister. For the entire project, the figure given on page 
46—a of the justifications is June 1964; that is the revised estimate. 

Mr. Cannon. And they are still dependable? You have not opened 
bids. When do you expect to complete your first contracts? 

General Srsuey. Sir, with regard to your last question, in case there 
was any confusion, you asked me if this completion date was still 
dependable. 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. 

General S1suey. I[t is not, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You could not have known that at the time these 
justifications were prepared? 

General Sisuey. Sir, the completion of our design work on this 
project is still somewhat in the future. 

Mr. Cannon. And when will you let the first contract? 

General Sistey. The first construction contract that will be let on 
the Hopkinton-Everett Dam, as presently planned, will be awarded 
by the State of New Hampshire for relocation work, sir, and some- 
time, probably, in the spring of next year. 

Mr. Cannon. You do not need this money this year, then? 

General Sistey. Yes; we do, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. In view of the fact that it will not be started until 
next year? 

General Sisuey. I said in the spring of 1959. That is the year we 
have under consideration. 

Mr. Cannon. But not yet definitely determined? 

General Ststey. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon. You say that you do expect to let your contract 
definitely in the spring of 1959? 

General Sistey. That is correct. That is next spring. That is in 
the fiscal year we have under consideration today, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. When will the first Federal contract be let? 

General Sister. In the fall of 1959. 

Mr. Cannon. Then when will construction begin? 

General S1stry. The first construction work on this project will 
begin next spring, sir, or in the fiscal year in which we are considering 
now. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, the date you set now is beyond the end of 
the fiscal year. 
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General Srstey. That would be a subsequent contract for the dam 
construction itself. The first construction work will involve sub- 
stantial relocations. This work will start during the fiscal year 1959. 


NEED FOR AMOUNT IN BUDGET AMENDMENT 


Mr. Taser. For what will you use the extra $200,000? 

General Stntey. The amount requested in this budget this year is 
$1,400,000. 

Mr. Taser. That is the revised budget? 

General Srsuey. Yes. 

Mr. Taser. What are you going to use that $200,000 extra for 
appearing on page 66? It shows a total request of $1,200,000. There 
is nothing to show that you have taken any other item into con- 
sideration. 

General Srstey. The $1,400,000, which is in the revised budget 
request for this year, Mr. Taber, is to be allocated as follows: 

$500,000 approximately to continue land acquisition for the dam 
and reservoir. 

Two hundred and eighty thousand dollars to initiate relocation 
work. 

Five hundred and ninety thousand dollars for engineering the design, 
relocation design, and $30,000 for supervision and administration. 

To answer your question directly, I can give you the amount that 
the $1,200,000 previously requested was for. 

Mr. Taser. That appears on page 66. 

General Siptey. Yes. 

Mr. Taser. Why do you need extra money for this land acquisition? 

General Srstey. The additional $100,000, or the increase from 
$400,000 to $500,000 for land acquisition, will be used to expedite 
the acquisition of lands for the relocation and for the dam site and for 
the contractor’s work area and will permit us to expedite the con- 
struction on the overall project, sir. 


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE—COMPLETION DATES 


Mr. Cannon. On page 64-a, under your revised completion 
schedule, you have made no change in the project. You have set it 
for June 1964. Land acquisition you set for June 1963, and your 
revised estimate is for June 1963. But on relocations you have a 
change of 2 years. You drop back from June 1964 to December 1962. 

If all of these other items are to be retained in status quo, why 
move up relocation? 

General Ststey. That is the result of two factors. The first factor 
is we have an increase of $100,000 for land acquisition between the 
original and the revised budget. The second factor is that the 
State of New Hampshire recently informed, sir, that they propose to 
proceed considerably more rapidly than they had originally planned 
on the design and construction of the numerous relocation projects 
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which were included in this work. These two factors combined give 
us an estimated earlier completion date for the relocation work of 
approximately a year and a half, from June 1964 to December 1962. 

Mr. Cannon. You get no speedup for the extra $200,000 you are 
asking. 

General Srstxy. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Cannon. You want to charge us $200,000 more but you make 
no change in the date of the completion of the project. You make 
no change in land acquisition and you make no dhintge in the date of 
dam enclosure. Can we take this $200,000 out of the budget? 

General Stptxy. No, sir. If the chairman will recall, in answer to 
your earlier question, was June 1964 a firm date for the completion of 
the project, I replied that it was not. 

Mr. Cannon. What is a firm date? 

General Ststey. I have no exact firm date at the moment, sir, 
because our design studies have not been completed. 

Mr. Cannon. How then can you say that you are justified in 
asking for $200,000 on the project in order to speed up? 

General Ststey. This $200,000, sir, will be applied to urgently 
needed work very early in the project and will enable us to get ahead 
earlier with its construction. 

Mr. Cannon. You have available your original budget estimate of 
$1,200,000. That ought to get you started. 

General Sintey. With this additional $200,000, recognizing the 
incomplete state of our design at the moment, this will enable us to 
complete the work, we feel, considerably earlier. 

Mr. Cannon. From your testimony, General Sibley, we cannot 
tell a thing in the world about this revised date. It might be before 
June 1964, and it might be subsequent. 

General Ststey. No, sir. Our estimate at the moment is June 
1964. However, our belief is that having been informed by the 
State of New Hampshire that they plan to proceed more aggressively 
with their relocation work, which is the State’s responsibility in this 
case, we will be able to show an earlier completion date when we testify 
next year than the June 1964 date which I presently show. It will 
depend, of course, upon subsequent appropriations. 

Mr. Cannon. It is a surmise then? 

General Sis.tey. It is as good an estimate of the completion date as 
can be made, I believe, on any project when a design has not been 
finished, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You do not think any great disadvantage would be 
incurred by omitting this extra $200,000? 

General Sretey. | do, sir. 


OTTER BROOK RESERVOIR, N. H. 


Mr. Cannon. If there are no further questions, we will pass on to 
the Otter Brook Reservoir item and insert pages 70—a through 75 of 
the justifications in the record at this point. 
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(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Orrer Brook Reservoir, N. H. 














(Continuing) 

Piibese ct SD OLA is ctedaial mei sudds cocuads $320, 000 
No nrg aad bbe ~ sen du encnao aed Sec abedy ondbonb oe 320, 000 
SN SUN TIDIRCEIOE, CLIO On nice mem achonniogdon 0 

The increase will be applied as follows 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete relocation of roads._.......__-.---_--.--------- $270, 000 | $270, 000 | $0 
Complete installation of gaging station, - Piezometers and | | 
relief wells. .....--- ce dial caenkionsieceamaiiiis 23, 700 | 23, 700 0 
Supervision and administration. asl Sh stlsy Leds ib dddedd ee 26, 300 | 26, 300 0 
ee eee 
ee i Bt a A eed 320, 000 | 320, 000 | 0 
' 
Revised completion schedule 








1959 budget Revised estimate 


icine caccaneseee nnncen---------------0--------| September 1950....| September 1959. 
BN IN Bk oa sib in wsbs ata eadim ati veep canner en totals ei June 1958_......... June 1958. 


el hE cinta hinmnmirnicinns December 1958....| December 1958. 
SII eho se ewibseceniacawe Complete...-..... Complete. 
Water in intake channe]-_--.-...............-- 





|: tig MR eres weiedmes Do. 


Location.—On Otter Brook, 2.4 miles upstream from its junction with The 
Branch which flows 2.5 miles to the Ashuelot River at Keene, N. H. The junction 
of The Branch and the Ashuelot River is 26.6 miles upstream from the Con- 
necticut River at mile 139.8. The dam site is 2.4 miles northeast of Keene, N. H. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1954. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 











| 
Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 















rE oe ne cee lmibgnosbbiebhoostivicectoies $3, 960, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 
Cash contribution 


0 





CI Ns Bras s ccidd cdc wknecansswodeabis 0 
EE IIIS OI iis inn owns nnd Sukhi ies ~demgesateninbe 3, 960, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957.__...............-- Jolbbedddadonotusdeeoue 1, 610, 000 
OE SOE DOU SOF BOTs 0 onc onccckvncticndecanasescssdsar addin 2, 000, 000 
Neen ene Tn ee ne eee naunoniinbbeinemaaanio 3, 610, 000 | 
Appropriations requested for fiscal NE Pec cinta dnucnkatisewacwudeukicbes 320, 000 | 99 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_.............-.....--.-.--...--.- 30, 000 100 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Dam: 
Type: Rolled fill earth. 
Height: 133 feet. 
Length: 1,288 feet. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
OE SOU i thal os wisps amin a cgi caidas saaltaaes canes hed eae kak ec 17, 600 
FOIE OE i cndhnth sim dihicceinsclintnnigieehitiahda tie oa Lk 

Sia cibebis +hthienhiicane wounded eaainnniae ceaockaaee ome 18, 300 

Spillway: 


Type: Uncontrolled concrete ogee weir and chute in rock. 
Design capacity (maximum pool): 34,500 cubic feet per second. 


Status (Jan 1, 1958): Percent 
Land sequisition: 2)... isi 4ewed i. CRs clsisewalusee ae ebus Je 90 
RRR | 1 Se. sd oraens Gum anes Stnaaneanaeian Aid eoare: niacin ae 85 
Sareea dermis added eteitinid liek binsin wd taninscaaadane in ake oa 92 

Completion schedule: 

TO PRONE ee eae tee a ae Bea tata September 1959. 
IE ROI oo trrdancanininnemaitipbaba;madreunagiiee June 1958. 
I i icenise sesicd msises ensign tongaaignietgamag ee Bosucsie December 1958. 
SUI OOD EE os cae eee ennee Complete. 
Weta in Inthe CRORE. nctencismdtanedivcninencteain Bo. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a necessary element of flood control in the Connecticut River 
Basin and will operate as a unit in a comprehensive plan which provides for 
construction of both local protective works and reservoirs. Local protective 
works have been constructed downstream, but are subject to failure in major 
floods unless flood heights are reduced by more upstream storage. The reservoirs 
constructed to date do not provide adequate storage. The southern part of the 
basin constitutes one of the more important industrial areas of the Nation and the 
output of the area is of major importance in the national and local economy. 

The project, in addition to providing flood reductions to damage centers on the 
Connecticut River, will provide urgently needed flood protection at Keene, 
N. H., to augment partial protection provided by the existing Surry Mountain 
Reservoir. Flooding in November 1950 caused damages of $100,000 in Keene, 
with the Surry Mountain project in operation. Operation of the project would 
probably be necessary several times each year. Annual flood control benefits for 
the project are estimated at $296,000. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $320,000 will be expended to: 


ceces Senbentin OF TORE. nod. nonnneepaieindtiannensdmeaned $270, 000 
Complete installation of gaging station, piezometers and relief wells... 23, 700 
Supervision and administration..................---.-.-.-.------- 26, 300 

TE 6 a is aad Reelin wild aed heen toa 320, 000 


Expenditure of these funds will substantially complete the project. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$3,960,000 is a decrease of $740,000 from the latest estimate ($4,700,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The decrease is due to a favorable bid on the dam, which 
effected a cost reduction of $1,050,000 in this feature. This was partially offset 
by an increase in relocation costs of $386,000 based on more detailed surveys and 


investigations. Refinements in other features of cost resulted in a net decrease 
of $76,000. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1957 and 1958 


Total to Current | Budget fis-} Balance to 
Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 








(2) (3) 





(4) (5) 


| 
Lands and damages_..............-......- | $233, 800 $182, 200 $51, 600 








I 2 tot fos ae Sct | 956, 100 85, 100 601, 000 GaGee, }..-.--..,..<. 
Reservoir_........-- elie: nanan 13, 200 11, 400 UD Bkcn cca de'c waohdisc chee 
ik vias cw kewacineg hd. SbnSpdiseuts< 1, 995, 900 754,800 | 1,217,400 23, 71 Seg 
tite init had dictedtbpedwrnctes 85, 000 | 22, cei , 
Recreation facilities... _-......_-__-- 30, 000 |__.-- tena eae ress $30, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities... __- 60, 000 43, 300 26 FOO Fssiik pind din. lhe 
Permanent operating eogues.. a a 16, 000 | _- a 36, OOP f..ncissac.- in 
Engineering and design ania 300, 000 | "972, 800 27, 200 Siete — 
Supervision and administration _. meee oel 270, 000 | $8, 700 145, 000 fg pe mc 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 
only) 3, 960,000 | 1, 470,900 2, 139, 100 320, 000 30, 000 
Undistributed costs__..__------ 22-2... }------ 800 | —800 |---.-- Sea 


Total project cost (Rederal funds | | | 














only) . ? .-| 3,960,000 | 1,471,700 | 2,138, 300 320, 000 30, 000 
Pending adjustments._----------.-.---____|--.----.--..| 1, = —1, 300 | -- 
Total cost (Federal funds only)......| 3,960,000 | 1, 473, 000 | | 2,137,000 | 320, 000 30, 000 
Undelivered orders. _-- o--n2---------]-- ; 137, 000 | —137, 060 | 
BASE Lidieninietal epi lasipenteenenianteiianes:nsimail Sipaaemaseaelial 
Total obligations_-_....-- 1, 610, 000 | | 2, 000, 000 | 320, 000 30, 000 
| 
Teen ene ee cneuwefesasacdvenes 1, 610,000 | 2,000, 000 | 


Unobligated carryover from prior year i |) aE 


METHOD OF FINANCING | 


Total funds available for econ 


end cal 1, 610, 000 | 2, 000, 000 | 
Appropriation required__..._......-..--- Said S: 


Wied ‘320, 000 | "30, 000 





Mr. Cannon. At the time of last year’s hearings most of the 
engineering design work on this project had been completed so you 
should have had rather accurate estimates of the project’s cost; but 
last year you estimated the dam would cost $3,046,200 and how you 
estimate it will cost $1,995,900. How could you have missed it so far? 

General Ststey. Mr. Chairman, there has been an overall decrease 
in the estimated Federal cost of this project from $4,700,000, which 
was given the committee last year, to $3,950,000 shown in the ‘budget 
this year. This decrease is due to several factors, but principally to 
favorable bids on the dam. 

Mr. Cannon. As I understand your estimate, the dam would cost 
$3,046,200. This year you estimate the same dam to cost $1,995,000. 

General Srstey. That is correct. 

Mr. Cannon. How could such an error be incurred? 

General Sistey. Favorable bids on the dam were responsible for 
the majority of that, sir. Last year our approved estimate was about 
$3,200,000 and we got a surprisingly favorable bid of $1,917,777. 
I referred earlier, Mr. Chairman, to the fact that we had received 
quite favorable bids this year, and this is perhaps one of the most 
favorable ones we have received recently. This has enabled us to 
make a very substantial reduction in the estimated Federal cost. 

Mr. Cannon. Would you say that the error here is due to faulty 
engineering or extraordinary low bidding? It seems to me our 
Government engineers should have hit closer to the mark than that. 

General Srstey. There have been several instances of extremely 
favorable bids this year, and my answer to your question would be 
that this saving resulted from favorable bidding principally. 
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Mr. Cannon. We will view that from a charitable point of view. 
General Srstey. Thank you, sir. 


WOONSOCKET, R. i. 


Mr: Gannon. If there are no further questions, we will take up 
the Woonsocket, R. I., project, and will insert pages 76a through 81 
in the record at this point. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Woonsocket, R. I. 


(Continuing) 
inet enihe oe. ... cc ccnnsrdecacueb doom seberastetinLenee $1, 200, 000: 
nde GUNG eo OS eae oka eee 1, 200, 000 
meeened In. Cucmet eutlmmnbe. =< =< o555 22 tock scoce ee celeste oO 


The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete levee and flood wall construction. ---...........-..- $91, 300 $91, 300 0 
Continue construction of crest gated dam-_--............-...-.- 422, 000 422, 000 0 
Continue channel improvement---_................-.-.---.---- 525, 700 525, 700 0 
Complete pumping plant construction._................---.-- 44, 200 44, 200 0 
EE SID... ncn ns coteidmennncdtsahsendbtscdaus 10, 800 10, 800 0 
Supervision and administration................--......-.----- 106, 000 106, 000 0 
Rs os ib erate cinskied) Squébbestunenenpeoniviglodn 1, 200, 000 1, 200, 000 0 


Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget Revised estimate 


Pe QUONEIRE ost e thkei bien Lice eens dicina aees November 1959..__| November 1959. 
il aaa, ct 8 Ei re si cancel elias cape ae ath, bitches Do. 

a a ae hase arene eoerancnsenal Rin Ee Do. 
Railroad relocation... ..........- Diasiidnich sisadddastvsedalhiadeieane A Le idéckiemnchd Do. 
| ee ee ea eee ee May 1959_...... -- May 1959. 
RT er Sen June: 1609............. June 1959. 


Location.—The Woonsocket local protection project is to be located on the 
Blackstone River in the city of Woonsocket, and the town of North Smithfield, 
R. I., extending from about the Massachusetts-Rhode Island State line to the 
South Main Street Bridge. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.9 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
IND SE RN ik crccnnscanshmanandah Gin dating mbeetemne EEE 
rn Cn. n.d. aneesnenceknannidsencaeneenagetanane haan natnnest ciate: 
IG :0.5 nse cetinnt adn cnenieaebenetenebebbarsbacioiedeiel OO stnmigibenmicasalls 
ee te ee Ee  tcuuphahhengeesgeenneeaneesenunine DEE Oicitirerses cardinwnlena 
Te CUEMINNORE DOONNGS CONG aio cscsanis ce cse csv ccc ssbuaddsntocabancsuadess i a. dy ae ree 
ee oa a nari nea nweheeieannsie sedans 8 8 ee 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1958__................-... etbeiaies seaeaiamiabdaigiahe REET Bincccccncuumeneg 
we a Sed ins obsidian aie aia 2, 775, 000 58 
Appropriation request for fiscal year 1959____...................---.......- 1, 200, 000 83 
Balanice:'tocomplete after fiscal year 1959_.__..................---.-.-.-.-- EE tisscocimacieadeien 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Dam: Replacement of Woonsocket Falls Dam by new concrete dam 270 feet 
long, equipped with crest gates. 
ike: 





Type: Earth fill. 

Length: 1,115 feet. 
‘| Maximum height: 9 feet above ground. 
if Flood walls: 

Type: Concrete. 

Length: 316 feet. 

Maximum height: 7 feet above ground. 
Channel: Improvement of 8,300 feet of river channel. 
Relocations: 

Railroad bridges: Length, 320 feet. 

Highway bridge to be constructed by local interests. 
Pumping plant: 

1—18 foot by 18 foot pumping station. 

2—20 inch, 9,900 gallons per minute pumps. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958): Percent 
eS CER LT TEI MS aaeeas 100 
Been suave enemnel excavation... 2c. ce cece ce ek 30 


Completion schedule: 
2. Sane 2S even asnacaucuss-s November 1950, 


5 Mate OS Succi ies see Tm oe a ea ee Do. 
oe a a wehbe cements Do. 
eT IIINNINR or  Sectiswonee con wseewaescaw Do. 


Levees and flood walls____.....------ i dca Ril ais el din May 1959. 
nh ac aterm euch cts eeeos June 1959. 








JUSTIFICATION 


Construction of the project will substantially reduce flood damages in the 
immediate urban areas. Twenty plants, representing approximately one-half of 
the industrial properties in the city would be benefited by the reduced flood stage 
effected by the project. These plants include 10 textile, 2 bulk oil, 2 machine 
tool, 2 rubber goods, 1 clothing, and 3 fabric manufacturing establishments. 

The flood of March 1936 caused damages amounting to $650,000 in the project 
area in Woonsocket. It is estimated that these damages would amount to 
$3,300,000 from a flood of similar magnitude under present conditions and that 
operation of the Woonsocket project would prevent all of these damages. 

The record flood of August 1955 caused damages of $21,600,000 to industrial, 
commercial, and residential properties in Woonsocket and to transportation 
facilities. Operation of the project in a flood of August 1955 magnitude would 
prevent damages amounting to $9,500,000. Annual flood control benefits are 
estimated at $424,000. 


Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,200,000 will be applied to: 













Complete levee and floodwall construction__._.........---.------- $91, 300 
Continue construction of crest-gated dam____________..._-._---_- 422, 000 
Comte cone: amprovement..__. .......-...5-.-..4--.--- ee 525, 700 
Complete pumping plant construction____._._.......-.--.---------- 44, 200 
I I a oF os Scie edna we bata et cote 10, 800 


ee Se re ee itl 106, 000 















LIL VARESE ME 06.08 ms rb. cun ee eee 


Appropriation of these funds is necessary to maintain the schedule established 
for the existing continuing contract and to coordinate Federal construction with 
work being done by local interests. 

Non-F ederal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in construc- 
tion of the project is estimated at $769,000 broken down as follows: 


Temporary water supply for industrial plants__............--------- $20, 000 
Construction of bridge, sewers, and drains__._._..........-.---------- 558, 000 
RA IIE GR so cc cin wec cn enetannenendwcnmad> du cua Ray 191, 000 





AI MUR os 5 cil osc ox ss ins os lac oo epee 3) ad. gael 769, 000 





wae Ol OOO Oeeo 
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Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $20,000. 

Status of local cooperation—Formal assurances of local cooperation were ac- 
cepted from the city of Woonsocket and the town of North Smithfield, R. L, 
on April 23 and November 14, 1956. Assurances were received from the State 
of Rhode Island on January 18, 1956. Necessary lands and rights-of-way have 
been acquired. The relocations of highway bridge and sewer line are being effected 
by local interests and coordinated with the Federal construction contract. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,800,000 is a decrease of $200,000 from the latest estimate ($5 million) submitted 
to Congress. A decrease of $367,000 based on favorable bids and actual costs 
was partially offset by a $167,000 increase in the railroad bridge relocations based 
on further detailed design. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Balance to 

Feature Project cost} Total to Current | Budget fis-| complete 
estimate June 30, | fiscal year cal year | after fiscal 

1957 1958 1959 year 1959 


(2) 


$935, 000 

835, 000 

2, 115, 000 

Levee and flood wall 182, 000 
Pumping plant 68, 000 
Engineering and design 340, 000 
Supervision and administration 325, 000 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 


only) 
Undistributed Ni Sennh aclans-danenenrs 


Total project cost (Federal funds 
only) 
Pending adjustments.....................- 


Total cost (Federal funds only) 
Undelivered orders 


Total obligations 
METHOD OF FINANCING 


DT... coavtmsrinnwtitissdidtecd 
Unobligated carryover from prior year 


Total funds available for obligation__} 











Appropriation required 





BALL MOUNTAIN RESERVOIR, VT 


Mr. Cannon. If there are no questions, we will take up Ball 
Mountain Dam. Insert pages 82a through 87 in the record at this 
point. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Batt Mountain REsERVOIR, VT. 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate $3 2, 700, 000 
Revised estimate 2, 700, 000 
Increase in budget estimate 0 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 














1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue construction of dam................--.-.------------ $2, 004, 400 $2, 094, 400 0 
Continue acquisition of land_-_-__.__- sd 133, 100 133, 100 0 
Complete construction of access road. 207, 500 207, 500 0 
TEP OI, 5 ook on ns noon ons enc n cnc dnc dene 25, 200 25, 200 0 
Supervision and administration -....................-.......-.- 239, 800 239, 800 0 
a ooo ane naiaanmeramebe gos 2, 700, 000 2, 700, 000 0 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
SB nh cs Lennie cgmes bein dimaitaiiiniaaaaitall December 1960....| December 1960, 
oe os ee ccna nideebaedane June 1960......-.- June 1960. 
et eek choca eecciaeranaaecssuseuceskeede- June 1958. __..-.-- June 1958. 
el ohne RE Sk saicmenaddocudeenubaismiatmaes December 1958_...| December 1958, 


Location.—On the West River, 29.0 miles above its junction with the Connecti- 
cut River at Brattleboro, Vt., and approximately 2 miles north of Jamaica, Vt. 


Authorization.—Flood Control Acts of 1944 and 1954. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.9 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


ae inlinenimansindinkiteseonasas 
I i, is dnd anbienatighancunséGeabhbesabennnwcsedie 

na dn ieee. bai cba canacenieekehmsebewendam 

i wd ces abies wie naaliaasie mcipihtemaia 
I ia a tid ndininsnadduaninabtinetesewnmee 
I sc een eaetiidbvwwmndanswirwen 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 
i aii encdbnineccsccccsckcs 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959... ....................--.-...-..- 










Amount 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 











Sei veveoeeo | 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dams: 

Type: Rolled fill earth and rock. 

Height: 265 feet above stream bed. 

Length: 915 feet. 
Reservoir capacity: Flood control, 54,600 acre-feet. 
Spillway: 

Type: Chute. 

Capacity: 190,000 cubic feet per second. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 








Percent Completion schedule 
complete 
Land acquisition... -=.............- “Gsvosces Aral ae: 30 | Entire project, December 1960. 
ease ee eee 60 | Land acquisition, June 1960. 
ink Citlsontiesacnvdacatthestcbeldcwdabechoweagtie () Relocations, June 19°8. 
DETTE. os. .sccae abe peabees oteb ard inte aae ee 10 | Dam closure, December 1958, 
1 Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project will be operated as a unit of a comprehensive system for flood con- 
trol in the Connecticut River Basin. It is the initial unit of a three-reservoir 
system on the West River, which is a principal flood-producing tributary. Con- 
trol of the West River is of prime importance in the development of any system 
of reservoirs for the Connecticut River Basin. Dikes and flood walls have been 
constructed downstream on the Connecticut River, but the effective grades of 
these local protective works are predicated on completion of a comprehensive 
plan of reservoirs. The reservoirs constructed to date do not provide adequate 
storage. The southern part of the basin constitutes one of the more important 
industrial areas of the Nation, and the output of the area is of major importance 
in the national and local economy. 

The operation of Ball Mountain Reservoir in a major flood such as March 1936 
would be particularly effective in reducing peak stages at the major damage 
centers at Springfield and Hartford. Annual flood-control benefits for the 
project are estimated at $838,000. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,700,000 will be applied to: 


Oontitine censtenetion. Gf damu.:. caues. ou celicscmin adel eden $2, 094, 400 
isteie BONG OF IONE... <handler ekk ees Shwe 133, 100 
Complete construction of access road___........-..----..-------- 207, 500 
Pa Me CR cach cocadockoacanearde ee ween 25, 200 
per vision asd ainnineth. 4 8 oon io nse mcacccsnwussnsnen 239, 800 

NE os 5 died cwnpascucan be lutte ud ants Sera 2, 700, 000 


The expenditure of these funds will provide for minimum economical prosecu- 
tion of the project during the fiscal year. 

Non-Federal cosis.— None. 

Status of local cooperation.— None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$10,900,000 is a decrease of $5,700,000 from the latest estimate ($16,600,000) 
submitted to Congress. Increases of $104,000 for lands and damages and $43,500 
for addition of recreational facilities were more than compensated by a sizable 
decrease of $5,847,000, due primarily to receipt of favorable bids for the dam and 
an attendant decrease in supervision and administration costs. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 

































































[oa eenenpmemetosan 
i Balance to 
it Feature |Project cost}; Total to Current | Budget fis-| complete 
i} estimate June 30, | fiscal year cal year after fiscal 
| 1957 1958 1959 year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
| | 
a anebei wasp tb talc inl ca ee Bila 
Lands and damages. __._._-._...--- $133, 100 $14, 000 
Relocations. ..__- ‘naewe chahaareacaan ial 
Reservoir__._---.---- Bae, 18, 100 
ide aicknacneaewiad ne anna | 2, 312, 200 3, 784, 000 
Road ___.-.-- er | eee te 
Recreation facilities___- DS Ge SREY Bie aie ate ail alie g-epcd water bia aurea actbenepint 43, 500 
Buildings, grounds, and utiliti ies. BRAS. 4 I Bans aid cenisinlieiciln baa eh cnet ndien es iatinin Renn cdlb-s eng cit 120, 000 
Permanent operating equipme nt_ captadesas I sian ane ietiioies i ote com 20, 000 
Engineering and design.._____.._..-_..-.--} 860, 000 758, 700 43, 100 25, 200 33, 000 
Supervision and administration. __._..._.- 779, 000 123, 300 235, 000 239, 800 180, 900 
Total et cost ee funds | 
only)-- ~----+-----.--.--.-.---.| 10,900,000 | 1,353,000 | 2,415,700 | 2,917,800 4, 213, 500 | 
Undistributed costs ___--. |----------- 200 SPIED Eon eisiedh As cetraes- Satan conesbeciaain 
Total project costs (Federal funds | 
only) __..-- epaebaenelides | 10,900,000 | 1,353,200 | 2,415,500 | 2,917,800 4, —_ 
Pending adjustments..___-._____- nacocan=|eeitdswaethe 5, 100 Or NE Bethe alka Athenee 
Total cost (Federa! funds ani)... ...| 10,900,000 | 1,358,300 | 2,410,400 | 2,917, 800 4, 213, 500 
EE EELS LEGO, COLLIE He 610,400 | —510, 400 —56, 500 —43, 500 
Total obligations... ......._-- ‘ sds .---| 1,968, 700 A 900, 000 | 2,861,300 4, 170, 000 
-METHOD OF FINANCING: 
Appropriations_-__-_..........--- Eun dt odeeou SS5G; 080 | | 3; 900,000 fon n sess cds 
Permanent transfers since July 1, Rit. tre lees —360, 000 |____- nilbbdhke thee. lcedih iene 2 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_____|_......----- | Seniea eid 761, 300 161, 300 ; 
} | dum 
Total funds available for obligation__} _--__- =.< | 2, 760, 000 | 2062, 300 fi ioc. cats] le caace 
IEE BI Re itiittiicnniin2cnnlnanrricnnsneaieeyeladiiginniimanniate mma 

























Mr. Cannon. Here again the committee was told last year this 
dam would cost $13,196,000 and now you say it will cost $7,770,000. 
Costs, generally, have not dropped any where near that much. What 
is the reason for this disparity in your figures? There must have 
been some very faulty engineering there. 

General Srstey. There has been a drop in cost in this instance, sir. 


NORTH HARTLAND RESERVOIR, VT. 


Mr. Cannon. If there are no further questions, we will proceed to 
the North Hartland Reservoir, and will insert pages 88—a through 93 
in the record at this point. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 







CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


North HartTianp ReEsERVOoIR, VT. 
(Continuing) 


nh nna wun kt ae SSOP EERWS Ua rice s $2, 300, 000 
IT Ni fic inet ob ab ww cee ca lor pe he hes iw ep as i 2, 300, 000 
rn Sr COND... . a. occanaedmwdundnwenbeeidawecan 0 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 











1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

ND AE DO. |. ncdeoneomephieeeesaunmemnecbd $100, 000 $100, 000 0 

Continue construction of dam__- 1, 880, 000 1, 880, 000 0 
Initiate construction of access roads and buildings, grounds, 

and utilities. ___- bwEBG didbtdeidite bb ana d ene eke ait 65, 000 65, 000 0 

Engineering and design_.......... : 77, 000 77, 000 0 

Supervision and administration i 178, 000 178, 000 0 

TW as ceieie lis hrbutiibundbbine bedi ec 2, 300, 000 2, 300, 000 0 


Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget Revised estimate 
Entire project. .........-- adphhoe thgiepeod tepnppaibisnanmn typist pica deaeeaiaomeiis June 1962..........| November 1960. 
i En cnnndpasipuns teemees <esdinare megane apeimaiiearene -... Do. 
ISS excita cnet cobuatnublgalmen rnb blamed: steed alulaibbes November 1961___- Do. 
SE UE scm ennsdicuenine ae o-cnuic-awnwnombeciinantnn haioa teat auiaeeaee April 1959_....._.- July 1959. 


Location.—On the Ottauquechee River in the town of Hartland, Vt., about 
1.4 miles above the confluence with the Connecticut River. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1941. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 





Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


meermetes Peterel 6006... 5. .-0nccccnctnccosseeiohuenssidaes se ded $11, 800, 000 
Mattmated mate Podarel abet i 5 «ties oss esd oe ctsba cn teiolate ince a3 
CURED. 5 . Suk checcendonupneh<anaed 
Other costs _.. 
Total estimated project cost_.................--- Scass 800. 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957.............---- icipienenaiteaietiaieiniies dei 266, 
000. 
266 


Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_-.......- 1 

Appropriations to date. 1, 26 

Appropriations requested. for fiscal year a ae ced | 2, 300, 
8. 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth fill. 
Height: 185 feet. 
Length: 1,630 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Side channel. 
Capacity: 160,900 cubic feet per second. 
Crest length: 450 feet. 
Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
PIOO CONIOL. noc ceded cose nesacuskenaveeeennebedees abs 70, 890 
CREIER DOG 655 os seesaw sinuses ebesandabaweemesaaen 530 


ES cco eee ues wwe celnn went ieeebes aie eae Ey 
Status (January i 1958): 
Land acquisition: 25 percent. 
Dam: Not started. 
Completion schedule: 
PPO EE ace nanscendipnnneean bern June 1962. 
EMT MONON 5 nsdn cccnwentuckamdame 0 SA Do. 
NUN oc Caw ececs wiaewncnnehbamaneeeeee Stewie November 1961. 
Det GQONGNG. ns ono 5 osc naa macnaceahonaeeanene April 1959. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a necessary element of flood control in the Connecticut River 
Basin and will operate as a unit in a comprehensive plan which provides for con- 
struction of both local protective works and reservoirs. Local protective works 
have been constructed downstream, but are subject to failure in major. floods 
unless flood heights are reduced by more upstream storage. Completion of the 
comprehensive plan is necessary to reduce the flood stage of the design flood to 
the design grade of local protective works. The southern part of the basin con- 
stitutes one of the more important industrial areas of the nation and the output 
of the area is of major importance in the national and local economy. 

The provision of storage for control of flood flows on the Ottauquechee: River is 
an essential factor in the development of an effective flood control plan for the 
Connecticut River Basin. In the major floods of 1927, 1936, and 1938, the 
Ottauquechee River contributed from 12 to 16 percent of the total flow in the 
Connecticut River below White River Junction. 

The record flood of March 1936 caused damages of $44,600,000 along the Con- 
necticut River below its confluence with the Ottauquechee River. Operation of 
North Hartland Reservoir in conjunction with the completed reservoirs would 
prevent damages estimated at $12,860,000 in a flood of 1936 magnitude under 
present day developments. Annual flood control benefits for the project are 
estimated at $676,000. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,300,000 will be applied to— 


Sn annette ek OU fe eit te $100, 000 
eneroumntemetion GC ammo 2 ee ee ee i Ss 1, 880, 000 

Initiate construction of access roads and buildings, grounds, and 
Cra aa cic ch chins cs wi m= ts ope tb ahem ng ei 65, 000 
TI nn nin aaienaes aa ame Fees 77, 000 
Supervision and administration__-__- - - -- ee ee ne ackichebe enw sci eres 178, 000 
NE le I iss os ce wy oe rwdarnl eee amllle Daan oo Migs 2, 300, 000 


Expenditure of these funds will provide for economical prosecution of the project 
during the fiscal year. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. Refinements in estimate have resulted in minor compen- 
sating adjustments in some of the feature costs. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (8) (6) 

Lands and damages. ................-....- $615, 200 
I 5 jask co db deni asbiiedthidébocddeens 384, 000 
| ee pwanttiaeneabnenncmaetl 133, 000 
a kbadindsanncugtincpdwhbtekspbainvantente 6, 676, 500 
Sn ianarncpantancnnetstashinennaerendé 11, 000 
Recreational facilities_..................... 5, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_......__.- 30, 000 
Permanent operating equipment. .-_......- 16, 000 
Engineering and design ._................-- 112, 900 
Supervision and administration - _......... 580, 400 





Total applied cost (Federal funds 
No ntiponicih dekamdlldcanschoen ies cineamoaten 11, 800, 000 223, 800 772,200 | 2,240, 8, 564, 000 


Usdistributed costs. ................5...-- oto im wennes ang alehentnias Says seen iris wi pieces itn inate einai ates 
Total project costs en funds only)... “11, 800, 000 223, 800 772,200 | 2,240, 000 8, 564, 000 
Pending adjustments. - Setnanieamaninh i . 














Total costs (Federal funds only) ----- | 11, 800, 000 223, 800 772,200 | 2,240, 000 8, 564, 000 
Undelivered orders. .-....-.-......-...--..- Sei abech 5, 200 —5, 200 330, 000° —330, 000 
Total obligations. .....-...-.--......-..--- __..--| 229, 000 767,000 | 2,570,000} 8, 234, 000 

[SEs =| = ==} 
METHOD OF FINANCING j 
} 
Appropriations 3 —iseeal “ 460,000: 1,008,000 jo. s5..0552.2f- ccc 
Permanent transfers since July 1, TOME. «otk ra —~ FOE, CGB 6. cctks sas nisa isuht tae Senksold 
Unobligated carryover from prior year--.-_. pseibenlbininiehibabaamans 37, 000 TOD Ciiknctbie sian 











Total funds available for obligation__| 





Appropriation required-...........-- 








NORTH SPRINGFIELD RESERVOIR, VT. 


Mr. Cannon. If there are no further questions, we will take up the 
North Springfield Reservoir. Insert pages 94-a through 99 in the 
record at this point. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 

Nortu SPRINGFIELD RESERVOIR, VT. 


(Continuing) 


De SONS oe ioc. coc mace caw baiineaamndena aan $2, 000, 000 
PET MCRIOINS on awn cp we amc wacarter  ae 2, 000, 000 
Increase in budget wmannnen <6 so 2 20” eee) eee eran 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 








1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

Initiate road relocations..._.............--..- wid aechthpbiadadtell $321, 000 $321, 000 0 
Ce Cr, BORON Ce .... de aendemeceempeeduecuadibe 10, 000 10, 000 0 
ES TOUUEIDOELL, .... nnncecedacnseaseee dapneereunean 25, 000 25, 000 0 
Initiate and complete buildings, grounds and utilities__-.-.-__.. 41, 000 41, 000 0 
Comtinmes tam@ eoquigition.... « .2~ anni si wsscci es ccecd. dstaels 285, 000 285, 000 0 
Continue construction of dam..... Sit) dip cantik teeategruniibehdediadent 1, 161, 000 1, 161, 000 0 
TC nn ceuncncncasees abe dgigitneeniagnene 37, 700 37, 700 0 
Supervision and administration.._.-..............-.-.-..------ 119, 300 119, 300 0 

Be nattindownepa nd dynes cldnun adpidavlntninn agin bela 2, 000, 000 2, 000, 000 0 








25230—58—pt. 2——-138 
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Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget Revised estimate 


tha canencepeebnarnehehanetarsnmnnememmnnt June 1961..........| January 1961. 

Saha onan ate coantabccceceensandacdcosrakupae hs} ORD Meicccen sot CUE Ieee 

ein td ie nadarn Abbi n i couske}assndeicnageyowdcbes i eaieisen adh Do. 
PSN Fe eee a ee | | hl April 1959, 


Location.—On the Black River, 8.7 miles above its junction with the Connecti- 
cut River, and 3 miles northwest of Springfield, Vt. 

Authorization —Flood Control Act of 1941. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1. 










































Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


I 8 eS Sena ancasdaacnensadsaraduas 
Estimated non-Federal cost - ----- plies diate senna doeacokbehcgacnaedbn 

EIN asc balls cnntiddunaknnnconpwincavddwuids sessestwcee 0 

Sn ee eee Soule tis sSieetbccs 0 
nO II CN. ong oo Se eres eewesntnedueseausecus 9, 850, 000 
Appropriation to June 30, 1957_._...........-------.------.- 7 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1958. - -_- itech eh 
Appropriation to date. __..........--- bas 
Appropriation request for fiscal year 1959_.......- 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_. . - 


2, 000, 000 41 








PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth fill. 
Height: 120 feet. 
Length: 2,940 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Side channel. 
Capacity: 130,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: Flood control, 50,600 acre-feet. 
Status (January 1, 1958): 
Land acquisition: 38 percent. 
Relocations: Not started. 
Dam: 
lst phase: 100 percent. 
2d phase: Not started. 
Completion schedule: 
es ahd neo tut ee eee En Kee dnneiabae wes June 1961. 
NS tt P00 oo oe eS Dn a ae eae aun - June 1960. 
Ie en eS oe =a Do. 
a I ea cred ie Malate aims tain tai ate te e April 1959. 





JUSTIFICATION 





The project will be operated as a unit of a comprehensive system for flood control 
in the Connecticut River Basin. It will provide substantial flood reductions at 
Springfield, Vt., an industrial community on the Black River, which is severely 
affected by floods. This town is an important unit in the economy of the State 
of Vermont. In addition, the project is required as part of a reservoir system. 
Dikes and floodwalls have been constructed downstream on the Connecticut 
River but the effective grades of these local protective works are predicated on 
completion of the comprehensive reservoir system. The reservoirs constructed 
to date do not have adequate storage. The southern portion of the basin con- 
stitutes one of the more important industrial areas of the Nation and the output 
of the area is of major importance in the national and local economy. Annual 
flood control benefits for the project are estimated at $513,200. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied to: 
Initiate road relocations__-_.._.....-..----- Se ae Mara ash ihe tea end $321, 0 
Nae ee pininlbiay a coer ee 10, 0 
Initiate cemetery relocations Sta 2 ea eines i 25, 0 
Initiate and complete buildings, grounds, and utilities. .........--- 41,0 


REN EEE CCRT ee elk mmm > 6 oops a mean 285, 000 
Beane OORESEECUIOn Gre  etepian teh nade ee 1, 161, 000 
in¢ineering and design___._____._----- on tea een sadincvos euientaacnes ean 37, 700 
PeevierVielolt Wna atinmunreuen. 0522 o0 8. cst coe eades ae eneened 132, 200 
OR i a as cee aeoe mean aeaemae 2, 000, 000 


The expenditure of these funds will provide for minimum progress on the dam, 
continuation of acquisition of land and initiation of relocations which must be 
accomplished prior to operation of the project. 

Non-Federal cost.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$9,850,000 is a decrease of $950,000 from the latest estimate ($10,800,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The decrease is primarily based on a recent bid experience 
for similar work in this area and on reanalysis of requirements resulting from the 
choice of an alternate dam site with more favorable foundation conditions, 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current |Budget fis- |Balance to 





Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages. .--_.............-. a $863,000 | $210,700 $200,000 | $292,300 | 
IR Suc cdec donee elec ecee cece - 1,070,000 |... | 10,000 | 431, 000 
UNI ells cin Dano canis coaneineretitebeainaemeemetadies a aisles ice Malet el at 
RO ee abe | 6,398, 000 25, 600 747,800 | 1,260, 300 
i emgusdektidh dediatiGtsneawiucwsbiowins §E OED Lecwcesetuccelcusciniecveeneremening 
Recreation facilities........................ Ge Cae ho Eee en cddasenaaeninl 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_........_. DAD tt seiicics tmeseiels 41, 000 
Permanent operating equipment. -_-_......- EN Padicecccciarat a wah Recah ae me eee 
Engineering and design ...................- 623, 000 389, 500 149, 000 37, 700 
Supervision and administration. _......... 663, 000 28, 900 73, 000 132, 200 











Total gocreet costs (Federal funds only)...| 9,850,000 657,100 | 1,177,400 | 2,194, 500 
ne DEI iis i cnmttinviccdincacianduan 2, 700 sat AL, Reniiinenesbininninalgt hte thenincaiatisl 

Total cost (Federal funds only)_..........- 9, 850, 000 659,800 | 1,174,700 | 2,194, 500 
CWMSIONSS CUGNGi 6 eeiicccccecds..cebnaesbeemde 51, 400 ES CI. Recrtstperncae aecititngaaiiandel 

Total obligations. ...............-..- lice anttpinctn 711,200 | 1,123,300 | 2,194, 500 

' —— — = = = SSS ae ee 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 

ad it iin hg eed ee oF AS Of eee See 
ermanent transfers since July 1, 1956. .._- edict GE ns reetmcanlntacnsccehdletennae a 

Unobligated carryover from prior year... _-  scsciecaecep ie eihiral lsat pee 17, 800 194, 500 
Total funds available for aint - Leaeiliemnaan yr 8 Se Se 8 eS ee 

Appropriation required .............. ie oa Cs debncdthh + bg bust 4 2,000,000 





TOWNSHEND RESERVOIR, VT. 


Mr. Cannon. We will now take up the Townshend Reservoir and 
will insert pages 100—a through 105 in the record at this point. 
(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


TOWNSHEND RESERVOIR, VT. 


(Continuing) 
I I. -<. s sncsniscihulibltton tiie irae wees sedbaacaiassitaltlis aii cael aa $1, 500, 000 
a ell 2, 000, 000 


SOON Sk UDINE QUID. ca ninnnevcrecstiksitaaisin miinaiaaaiiaibtpeiaitiii 500, 000 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 

















| 
| 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

Initiate construction of dam _-___-- icietceenena pases $1, 214, 000 $1, 548, 000 $334, 000 
Initiate and complete utility relocation......-._--- alice tees 47, 000 47, 000 0 
I coun eoneebesaninbbi 100, 000 200, 000 100, 000 
Initiate buildings, grounds and ce ee 70, 000 70, 000 0 
Engineering and design -------.-.- Sitan ace buckdieeuiekedes 7, 500 15, 000 7, 500 
Supervision and ae 61, 500 120, 000 58, 500 

tt nncdadiwkonaniapediuedcwpd spas aaaiakagent | 1, 500, 000 2, 000, 000 | 500, 000 

eee ot i iri St 
Revised completion schedule 
| 1959 budget Revised estimate 
I in ncn oo ca cavectmacstnnnsndedetapaserbensasanaseh APT Cisenal SR SONES 
Land eee Be eae ; cay ein beagle eeeea eee June 1961......-.-- Do. 
Relocations _- SS SES eek es Sods Matted -do.. beth | Do. 
oo tate hada cnpered and chpugenpyeatnhh thane June 1960..-.------ September 1959. 
| 


Location.—On West River, 19.1 miles above its confluence with the Connecticut 
River and about 1 mile north of Townshe nd, Vt. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Acts of 1944 and 1954. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


| | 
| | Accumulated 
Amount 





Estimated Federal cost........._.- Sha a mete aA Eick cig ak aoe aniieiimend SORA IRR BEE ha cucnieneunsnatenl 
nner ee EOD OURS. 2... ecw ccccnccescusscsutiiaie ubduioomanmndwtl } oF iessmhdnenneesinal 

Cash contribution. ___......-- lve dalinod jb akpaeiadeiiienealy See | Dl ie a ones 

Other costs______-- ei on ne iailitlindlincicentotiibctibtneabhaberesonée Dl itieeddienentil 
Total estimated project ae A ae D - ap Ol Ecoddeccuedadent 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957.............-.------ A a eee SO a 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1{ 5 a a a cewiiion | OR OE Ncndeinblistewpecdtecal 
a sl ak a a aemeneminiehemnemannms | 2, 231,000 | 22 
Appropriation request for fiscal year 1959.........-- Senate at piecinienale | 1, 500, 000 37 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_ _.............-...---.-.-.-...-.- 6,498, 00D. L cectioricnepigind 








PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Earth fill. 

Height: 133 feet. 

Length: 1,700 feet 
Spillway 

Type: Concrete, side channel. 

Length: 438.9 feet. 

Capacity: 200,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: Flood control, 33,500 acre-feet. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958): 


Percent 
Na 2 el et ae inked Ons Sha os wccbaa ew eae ieee esta are ae 0 
RR i Ee i sees ah cara ERE npteinedee Beal 89 
a a nals co cnt Saletan Onl “Scibtel eeugpgaps Sheets el cede etn bale 0 

Completion sche dule: 

Entire project___-_---- wwe ede e¥lOUCdWGb wis Jal ate December 1961. 
I i a a Sita acd cies cine aim June 1961. 
Relenstime: Jive ede bse iveetihed dol k Wid Do. 
Dam closure - -- - - - -- ite ie de vm Sin dela aa nh ecient gia _.-- June 1960. 





195 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will be operated as a unit of a comprehensive system for flood con- 
trol in the Connecticut River Basin. It is a unit of a three reservoir system on 
the West River which is a major contributor to flood peaks on the lower Con- 
necticut River. Control of the West River is of prime importance in the develop- 
ment of any system of reservoirs for the Connecticut River Basin. Dikes and 
floods walls have been constructed downstream on the Connecticut River, but 
the effective grades of these local protective works are predicated on completion 
of a comprehensive plan of reservoirs. The reservoirs constructed to date do not 
provide adequate storage. The southern part of the basin constitutes one of the 
more important industrial areas of the Nation and the output of the area is of 
major importance in the national and local economy. Annual flood-control 
benefits for the project are estimated at $502,000. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,500,000 will be applied to: 


initiate construction of tlam iv. ui - foc cbeg . jloe. ei. esd. $1, 214, 000 


Initiate and complete utility relocation__............-..--------- 47, 000 
SCNNUS IAIN GOCNTININION. 0.3.5 cuca dno ns eeeeiebennaiaesenniae 100, 000 
Initiate buildings, grounds, and utilities_.................... _ _- 70, 000 
penmnecting and desma: 23 eo Se eee e cS eee 7, 500 
DOSE VISION ANG SMIIOWRAIO.. 28. sine cee ewcceascnsaenuaee wal 61, 500 


RRs 0 iangednindaahnemsth ups npieecggehy hentetibaenditie 1, 500, 000 


Appropriation of these funds will provide for minimum economical prosecution 
of the project. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$10,200,000 is a decrease of $1,200,000 from the latest estimate ($11,400,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Increases of $445,000 in State highway relocations based 
on bids received and $43,500 for recreational facilities were more than offset by 
a decrease of $1,645,000 in other features as a result of detailed design studies. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 








Budget fis- 


























f y Total to Current Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year | cal year eomplete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
—_— Seeeeeeefenaiangeeigereearyes ieeniiggenratageibee oe 
Lands and damages. ..--.-........--.--- | $480, 000 $8, 100 $40,000 | $100,000 $331, 900 
ON a ak se Swyabhb biehe dale — 1, 542, 000 168, 100 1, 315, 900 47, 000 11, 000 
ee sahitdaneena bil NT te oe ae |---- ae 34, 000 
PS «b<cadisonwsceule | 6,496, 500 |. _- ; | | 630, 000 5, 866, 500 
Roads ae - | REED Cntcvichaadancl 173, 000 
Recreation facilities__ - bcwteidcingieal DO tocabasdccalsbecianiest se 43, 500 
Buildings, grounds and utilities... ...-- | OD ieee sec catenins | 70, 000 13, 000 
Permanent operating equipment. -.--- 15,000 |_... }.. : 15, 000 
Engineering and design_..- ‘ 640, 000 392, 300 | 146, 200 | 7, 500 94, 000 
Supervision and administration__.... 693, 000 | 49, 800 110, 600 | 61, 500 471, 100 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | | 
only) seoceenas ...} 10, 200, 000 618, 300 1, 612, 700 | 916, 000 7, 053, 000 
SREUINOOO CII ois ois cncnencionenndaelas Ss poke aean I cpa 4 es 
Total project costs (Federal funds 
only) ‘ arn we 618, 300 1, 612, 700 916, 000 7, 053, 000 
Pending adjustments_.............---.--- I micas’ 1, 800 —1, 800 | acacia 
Total cost (Federal funds only) -..--- | 10, 200, 000 | 620,100 | 1,610,900 916, 000 7, 053, 000 
OL "aera eee . 170, 500 | —170, 500 | 584, 000 — 584, 000 
Total obligations. ...........- 790, 600 1, 440, 400 1, 500, 000 6, 469, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING ee im a : : a 
| i 
Meee act Re ea, ca ed 831,000 | 1,400,000 |__.._..___- 
Unobligated carryover from prior year-_|.......----. z 40, 400 aan 
Total funds available for obligation..|_........-- 831, 000 1, 440, 400 |....-.- sh caecum 
MP DURENTTE TORO in c.c. cine cn cncsnigtigbctiniencnatsbstsevtaindntvintaabian | 1,500,000 6, 469, 000 
| | 











a Se 


SSR as ee ee 
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Mr. Taser. Why does this project show an increase of $500,000? 
General Sistey. Are you speaking of the Townshend Reservoir, sir? 
Mr. Taper. Yes. 

General Srtstey. There has been a decrease in the estimated Federal 
cost of the project from $11,500,000 to $10,200,000. 

Mr. Taser. Why do you need this $500,000 more money this 
year above the original request? 

General Srstey. $334,000 of this $500,000 will be spent to initiate 
the construction of a dam, sir; $100,000 more for land acquisition; 
$7,500 for engineering and design; and $58,500 for supervision and 
administration. 

Mr. Taser. Will that complete the job earlier? 

General Sister. This will permit us to return to the original 
estimated project completion date, which had been put back because 
fiscal limitations earlier this year. 

Mr. Taper. This project seems to be down for December 1961; 
is that right? 

General Srstey. The entire project is due for completion in June 
1961, sir. You will find that on page 100-a of the justification sheets, 
sir. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. If there is nothing further, we will pass on to “‘Opera- 
tion and maintenance” and will insert pages 106 through 109 of the 
justifications in the record at this point. 

(The pages referred to are as follows:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors—The budget estimate of $1,069,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on four channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the navigation channels and harbors and anchorages of coastal 
harbors and waterways by means of dredging and the operation of project struc- 
tures, and periodic inspections and surveys to determine the condition of the 
projects for programing purposes and providing navigation interests with adequate 
information on existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the laws adopting 
river and harbor projects. This estimate includes $75,000 of the $2 million pro- 
vided for in the budget for reduction of the backlog of urgently needed mainte- 
nance work. 
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CORPS POSITION ON BUDGET 


Mr. Cannon. General Sibley one question as to the routine. 
Many projects are submitted to you. Some of them are feasible, 
some are not; some are inexpensive, some are expensive, and some 
are too expensive. 

In passing on these projects, and in deciding what you will submit 
to the committee, if you think a project is feasible, practicable, and is 
desirable, you include it in your estimates? 

General Srstey. We make a favorable report to the Congress; yes. 

Mr. Cannon. And in case that you decide it is not feasible, or is 
too expensive, or is not necessary at this time, you do not submit it? 

General Srptey. I make an unfavorable report to the Chief of 
Engineers, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Then those projects not submitted you do not sup- 
port and you must be in the position of reporting against them. 

General Sintey. We do not recommend them favorably. 

Mr. Cannon. We will take for granted that anything you have not 
recommended here you oppose. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Fogarry. I think that gets back to the same conclusion that 
the chairman reached that I disagreed with a while ago. I think he 
drew the conclusion that because you had not as yet recommended 
any action on the two lower bay barriers in Narragansett Bay you 
were opposed to them, and the point that I was trying to make was 
that you have not completed your studies yet because of the compli- 
cations that you have encountered, not only engineering, but pollu- 
tion and navigation. Until you have a chance to complete your 
studies and make your recommendations we are not going to know 
whether you are opposed to it or whether you are going to favor it; 
is that correct? 

General Sisutey. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. That is correct, and also this is correct—that when 
you do not submit it you do not favor it, you are opposed to it in 
this bill. You are either for it or against it. You are in favor of it, 
or you are opposed to it, and when you do not present it in your 
estimate up here you are opposed to it in this bill. 

Mr. Fogarty. I was not trying to justify in this bill the building 
of the two lower bay barriers in Narragansett Bay. They have not 
been authorized by the Congress, but the other half, or the upper bay 
barriers have been authorized by the Congress, and I was asking you 
how much money it would cost to complete the planning A i 
I did not want those two lower bay barriers to enter into the picture 
with regard to the construction of the Fox Point and New Bedford 
barriers. That was the point that I was trying to make. 

General Srptey. Our studies on the lower bay barriers have not 
yet been finished. 

Mr. Cannon. And you are not in a position yet to recommend them 
for this budget and you are opposed to recommending them in this 
budget or you would have recommended them in this budget. 

General Srsutey. Correct, sir. 

We would not recommend one way or the other until our studies 
are finished, and until we know the project is economically justified. 

Mr. Cannon. Then you are opposed to it in this budget. 








A I Same 
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Mr. Fogariy. In your report you said that the Fox Point Bay 
barrier was needed and should be constructed. 

General Stntey. The Fox Bay barriers have been recommended for 
construction. 

Mr. Foaarty. And the Congress has authorized the construction 
of it and it is awaiting the President’s signature. 

General Srstey. The authorizing legislation has not yet been en- 
acted. 

Mr. Fogarty. Congress has passed it. Both Houses of Congress 
have passed it and it is now awaiting the signature of the President. 

General Stptey. That is my understanding; yes. 


Turspay, Aprit 15, 1958. 
GULF AND SOUTH ATLANTIC DRAINAGE AREA 


WITNESSES 


MAJ GEN F. M. ALBRECHT, SOUTH ATLANTIC DIVISION ENGINEER 

COL H. W. PENNEY, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS, EASTERN 
DIVISIONS 

GRANT G. PETERSON, CHIEF PROGRAMING AND ESTIMATING 
BRANCH, ENGINEERING DIVISION, SOUTH ATLANTIC DIVISION 

EDWIN W. EDEN, JR., CHIEF PLANNING AND REPORTS BRANCH 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

GEORGE F. WIG, PROGRAMING AND ESTIMATING BRANCH, ENGI- 
NEERING DIVISION, SOUTH ATLANTIC DIVISION 

CHARLES W. KINNEY, CHIEF, CIVIL WORKS POLICY BRANCH 
OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up “General investigations.” We will 
insert at this point pages 3 and 4 from the justifications. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


1, Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies.—The amount of $81,700 is requested for prosecution of 
5 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit completion of 3 re- 
ports and progress on 2 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 








Study mated prior to allocation to complete 

Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 

195 1959 year 1959 
nS REE De  eduuenaaneun | $23, 300 $2, 000 $10, 000 $11, 300 
Mississippi: Gulfport Harbor. -.........-....-- } 50, 000 10, 000 15, 000 25, 000 
North Carolina: Cedar Island Bay..........---| 20, 000 5, 300 14, 700 0 
South Carclina: Georgetown Harbor... -- | 90, 000 68, 000 22, 000 0 
Alabama: Alabama-Coosa Rivers, Ala. and Ga_| 200, 000 180, 000 20, 000 0 





SS tiki iano avsgeeaksibeeadupeeey 383, 300 265, 300 81, 700 36, 300 
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(b) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $20,000 is requested for continuation 
of 2 studies during fiscal year 1959. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 

















Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 
Study mated prior to allocation | to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
Florida: St. Johns River_...........-. $45, 000 $5, 000 $10, 000 $30, 000 
North Carolina: Neuse River.................. 80, 500 5, 500 10, 000 65, 000 
ee a de 125, 500 10, 500 20, 000 95, 000 








(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies —The amount of $26,600 is requested for 
completion of two reports during fiscal year 1959. Tentative allocations by 
studies follow: 


Tentative | Additional 
allocation to complete 
fiscal year after fiscal 


| 
Total esti- Allocation 
mated prior to 
Federal cost fiscal year 
| 


Study 














1959 1959 year 1959 
SS pumas a a ciate 1 
Florida: | 
I et | $20, 100 | 0 $20, 100 | 0 
ESL UT SRS Cee aed | 11, 500 | $5, 000 6, 500 0 
WN we i 31, 600 | 5, 000 26, 600 | 0 
I iach attains ceesaenconn Ss a 640,400 | 280,800 | 128, 300 | $131, 300 


ConstTRUCTION, GENERAL 
ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND 
DESIGN—RESERVOIR PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


WILKESBORO RESERVOIR, N. C. 


Mr. Cannon. Unless there are questions on the general subject 
we will take up ‘‘Advance engineering and design,’ and insert page 6 
at this point. 

(The page referred to follows:) 

WILKESBORO Reservoir, N. C. (YADKIN RIvER) 
(Continuation of planning) 

Location and description.—The project is located on Yadkin River in Wilkes 
County, N. C. The plan of improvement provides for a dam and reservoir. 

Authorization.—1946 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.15 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


es Neb he ae 2 Sta. Suis wee ens $8, 050, 000 
ION ee oe placa 0 
ns 8 Oe ee medaka debe 0 
no Serge 8 Dee ie warns munkwatha mieraranewee 0 


8, 050, 000 

373, 000 
Appropriations'to June’ 30; 1958_ ob elec cee 248, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959 125, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959_ 0 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Flood protection is urgently needed to protect rapidly expanding industrial 
and commercial establishments which constitute the principal economic base of 
the area. Recurrence of the 1940 flood under present conditions would cause 
total losses exceeding $6 million to industrial, commercial, and other urban 
properties in North Wilkesboro, Wilkesboro, and Elkin, and to agricultural 
property along the upper Yadkin River. 

Non-Federal costs.— None. 

Status of local cooperation —None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress, 

Mr. Cannon. We are glad to have with us General Albrecht. 

General Albrecht, the only project in this category is Wilkesboro 
Reservoir that has been somewhat controversial for some time. 
The committee received testimony from the local citizens on both 
sides of the controversy. Is there still this difference of opinion in 
the area? 

General Autsrecut. No, sir. I believe that has been entirely 
dissipated. The project does not extend into Caldwell County. 
The latest contacts we have had with the people there indicate that 
there is no dissatisfaction with the project. 

Mr. Cannon. There is general agreement on the program at this 
time? 

General ALBReEcHrT. So far as I know, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. That is gratifying. We like to have the support of 
everyone. 

Have your studies on this project during the past year revealed any 
new factors bearing on its feasibility or economic justification? 

General Atprecut. The benefit-cost ratio is just the same as it 
was last year. 

Mr. Cannon. The ratio is favorable? 

General ALBRECHT. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. There is a funny thing about that justification, Mr. 
Chairman. It states balance to complete planning and preconstruc- 
tion, whatever that is, after 1959 is zero. 

General ALBrecut. That is zero, sir. This $125,000 will. take us 
through the completion of the preconstruction planning. 

Mr. Taser. That is a very large price, practically 10 percent of 
the total estimated cost. 

General ALBrecut. The total cost is $8,050,000 and the precon- 
struction planning estimate is $373,000. 

Mr. Taser. Even that is quite large. 

General Atprecut. That is something less than 5 percent. I think 
that is reasonable, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Last year you said that the benefit-cost ratio was 0.91. 
Now you come up with a request for more money and you have 
changed the estimated benefit-cost ratio from 0.91 to 1.16. I don’t 
know how you get that rate. 

General ALBrecuT. I believe the benefit-cost ratio was 1.15 last 
year, the same as it is now. 

However, your reference might be to the flood-control aspects of 
the plan only. The flood-control aspects only of the plan provide a 
ratio of 0.91 to 1, but there are other benefits besides the flood-control 
benefits. 

Mr. Tazer. In other words, this is a dam for fish and wildlife 
benefits? 

General ALBrecut. There are some fish and wildlife benefits and 
also some water supply benefits. 
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MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Taser. Is there no cash contribution in sight? 

General AtBrecut. There is no cash contribution, sir, except in 
the case of the water supply. We expect local interests will pay on 
an equitable basis for the water supply benefits which they obtain. 

Mr. Taser. You had better tell us about it before we go appro- 
priating any money. 

General AtBrecut. It has not been possible up to the present time 
to determine exactly what each of these people will contribute because 
that has to be worked out on an equitable basis. 

We do have an estimate of the water supply benefits which total 
$23,400. 

Mr. Taser. What sort of a community is that? 

General ALBrecut. There are seven cities in the lower and middle 
Yadkin Basin which are interested in water supply from this project. 

Mr. Taser. $23,000 is not very much of a contribution for 6 or 7 
villages and cities for water supply. A lot of them up my way would 
be tickled to death to get their water supply for $3,000. 

General Atprecur. Yes, sir. I have not made that very clear. 
That is the benefit that might be received. That is not the cost of 
the water supply. That would be an annual benefit. The cost would 
be considerably larger, but for this project we have not determined 
the equitable basis on which these costs could be determined for 
water supply and allocated to water supply because we have not 
worked out with these people yet the amount that they will receive. 

Mr. Taser. How much of that water supply will be absorbed out 
of the 145,000 acre-feet of water storage? How much of that 145,000 
is going for water supply? 

General ALprecut. The water supply would account for 22,000 
acre-feet, sir, of the 145,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Taper. It would be more than that if you have 6 or 7 communi- 
ties tied to it. 

General ALBREcHT. It might be just a supplement that they need 
for their regular supply. 

Mr. Taper. I have seen those things a good many times. 

How is the benefit-cost ratio figured on this? 

General ALBrecart. It is figured on the estimated annual benefits as 
compared to the annual cost of the project. 

Mr. Taser. What will the benefits be? 

General ALBrecut. The benefits will be $290,820 for flood control. 
For flow regulation, water supply, it will be $23,400. And for con- 
servation, fish and wildlife, it will be $52,000. The total is $366, 220. 

Mr. Taser. You did not figure the interest on the money, did you? 

General AutBrecut. That would come into the annual cost, sir. 
I could give you the breakdown of those charges. 

Mr. Taser. All right. 

General ALBrecut. The interest and amortization is $290,940. 

Mr. Taser. That is about half enough. 
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General ALBRecuT. Operation and maintenance, $28,000, or a total 
of $318,940. 


Mr. Taser. That is all I have. 


5 


CoNSTRUCTION 
JACKSON LOCK AND DAM, ALABAMA 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up the Jackson lock and dam in Ala- 
bama. Insert pages 7-a through 12. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION) 


Jackson Lock AND Dam, ALABAMA 


(Continuing) 
mes Celine es snc cntbonacbahewss tami bdecee sea $5, 000, 000 
nee. 74— >> ol oe codeauecs adhere aaa 6, 000, 000 
Derenie- ie, eens, eatimikte. - - oc. 55058 2 knoe 1, 000, 000 | 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

Continue acquisition of land in reservoir area. __-- oe ome $568, 000 0 —$°68, 000 
Continue and complete acquisition of land in reservoir area._- 0 $728, 800 728, 800 
Continue construction of lock and dam and approaches. - . 4, 111, 800 4, 925, 700 813, = 
Continue and complete buildings, grounds and utilities______- 20, 500 20, 500 
po a Se 6 ae eee ee 25, 000 25, 000 
Supervision and administration...........--..---- petaidibe sparen 274, 700 300, 000 25, 300 

WEE. .sikid riddim cttiinvensettni scotia. ene 5, 000, 000 6, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 


Revised completion schedule 











1959 budget Revised estimate 

Entire project. ......--- Lost idiiteestlblahinn dkelaln dS cocinnewWintekeedttns sane June 1962-- .-| June 1961, 

RE COIR ois is oh hh 0 db 5 hn dks iE td dd December 1959-_.-| June 19°9. 
Relocations__._- iceciliate chilies << tensa icientsienaldalentiptinly aie tela ...--| January 1961_.....}| April 1960. 

dae Ni atleast an nla eerie ae February 1961_._.- August 1960. 
RUD GUIPOCIN 65 oan oi oe So bd Seb Elen oh gcbiswadacee bananas June 1962_.........| June 1961. 

ree ee ee ee ee a Bae T908;.....06..- September 1960. 
ROI CRD G se Sd cchann th hnnnét-capgde dendereesmeande June 1961.......... October 1960, 


Location.—On the Tombigbee River, about 74.7 miles above its mouth, 23 
miles northwest of Jackson and 3 miles west of Coffeeville, Ala., in Choctaw and 
Clarke Counties. 


Authorization.—1909 River and Harbor Act (sec. 6). 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.51 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
ee Re Incussipeeateananeepnillient 
Estimated Federal cost_- kaa 3 ictbnmhsehbaeaedasaaid ae. (I SEE 
Estimated non-Federal cost. ___--- inital pad dine ba cnccieie PCat tebiaias 
Cash contribution. iid Oh esnncnhaeipeel 
Other costs 0 


Appropriations to June 30, 1957__---- 909, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 _ - nevennacncegeddimen pene RE id cin eae iis 
Appropriations to date-__- dics genic cd de Sebo apeiahasiniel gna | 2, 459, 000 10 


Tebeh eotiinened peebeet Geet... ..... 2... 22-2... scaccecncnsanscsaneane 23, 600, 000 


Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_- 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity. 
Height: 53 feet. 
Length: 1,192 feet (exclusive of lock). 
Spillway: 
Type: Concrete fixed-crest, 640 feet long and gate-controlled weir, 552 feet 
long with stilling basin. 
Capacity: The combined spillways have a capacity of 152,000 cubic feet per 
second. 
Lock: 
Size: 110 by 600 feet. 
Maximum lift: 34 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1958): 


Percent 
Dam and lock excavation and access road. -.....-....--..-.----.--- 
neuen MOIST N Ses ws a Sak dC Sk Lee Uo Fudewinl ~~. 52--25-505- 9 
NIN iS as Hae a ee peleball> Ibi hee abs Sd 5 

Completion schedule: 

ee py ated to op eee June 1962. 
ta. ~- oso sscrbeeenr oo coos ee December 1959. 
Peete es Mee 26 se ctscbebbecc cc eeiesi cite January 1961. 
CNMI, doo 5oy Gcctisinenenu tid vawee odes aaa February 1961. 
I a cre angelina June 1962. 
IE  daaknu ati ueas May 1961. 


Fond eee OE tes ca ee June 1961. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The Jackson lock and dam is a modernization unit of the Tombigbee- Warrior 
Waterway. It will replace 3 obsolete locks and dams (lock No. 1, 52 by 282 feet, 
and locks Nos. 2 and 3, each 52 by 286 feet), which have been in service 42 to 48 
years, with a modern 110- by 600-foot lock with a maximum lift of 34 feet. The 
modern Demopolis and Warrior locks are in operation. The modern Jackson 
lock will eliminate the multiple lockages now required and considerably reduce 
the time of travel in the pool above; making it possible to hardle more traffic 
in less time and consequently reduce the cost of navigating this reach of the river. 
Reduction of travel time on this waterway is considered to be of great importance 
since it will permit the more rapid movement of critical materials along the Tom- 
bigbee-Warrior Waterway to and from the highly irdustrialized steel-producing 
center of Birmingham, Ala. This waterway is vital to the needs of both the 
producers and the consumers of steel in the South, with iron ore from the port 
of Mobile moving to the stecl mills of Birmirgham, and steel products from 
Birmingham moving to the shipyards and other industries at Mobile and along 
the gulf coast. 

A total of 4,409,000 tons of commerce moved over the Black Warrior, Warrior, 
and Tombigbee Rivers in 1956, as compared with 4,221,000 tons in 1955. Some 
of the principal commodities were: pulpwood (111,000 tons), limestone (727,C00 
tons), sand and gravel (540,000 tons), rolled and finished steel products (315,000 
tons), iron ore (645,000 tons), bituminous coal and lignite (510,000 tors), crude 
petroleum (345,000 tons), clays and earths (167,000 tons), motor fuel and gasoline 
(358,000 tons), and industrial chemicals (130,000 tons). 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $5 million will be applied to: 


(a) Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area__......----- $568, 000 
(6) Continue construction of lock and dam and approaches_..._-.-- 4, 111, 800 
(c) Continue and complete buildings, grounds, and utilities. _..__-- 20, 500 
(d) Engineering and design e TE tas 5 IR en haps en tne : 25, 000 


(ce) *Sepervision and administration._........................... 274, 700 


2ee so i Scin sib axes to en tidal tos an ts WS ns rae ssa een ak, 








SS So 
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It is necessary to complete land acquisition in advance of clearing of the reser- 
voir lands, which must be complete prior to raising the pool level. The amounts 
for the continuing construction of the lock, dam, and approaches will be necessary 
in order to meet scheduled dates for beginning of navigation through the lock and 
completion of the project. 

Non-Federal costs.— None. 

Status of local cooperation: None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates: No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. However, there have been compensating adj stments in 


costs of some features, based on more detailed design and reanalysis of require- 
ments. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis- 














































Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages... .-...........-.-.--.-- 854, 500 72, 700 63, 800 568, 000 150, 000 
aie a aren a ee men = CG Pn cugucs inden inegp ates pon dn kvanditdanasee 48, 500 
EOD soi bk 86 oes <i nnwne see Ssesb tins SOR ONO he wee eo ces el eS ees, Aa 298, 000 
Raa dctidAdcbipt oh sGrkuedoinnwe tebe 7, 955, 000 19, 400 118,200 | 1,097,800 6, 719, 600 
DE ibiebciirisihnoichchassaithubens eww 8, 923, 000 190, 400 624, 300 | 2,724,000 5, 384, 300 
cl ed iasisnd sds inclebaieganta aint 57, 000 49, 000 8, 5: cece ae a eslieeenine aiid 
CSL 92s sk Silo pe og ea ees ee ae 290, 000 2, 986, 000 
Recreation facilities. .-.................-. 29, —_ Shin nese 29, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_.._.._..- SURE Ue weoenvenn on 11, 500 TO, Be cnceveneeciie 
Permanent operating equipment - - ---_- E 62, 000 700 1, 400 |._.-- : 59, 900 
Engineering and design_- a 746, 000 438, 500 273, 800 25, 000 8,7 
Supervision and administration. ..--..--- 1, 319, 000 32, 600 100, 000 274, 700 911, 700 
Total applied costs viel funds 
IR gots Sia icemercnas --------.----} 28, 600, 000 803,300 | 1,201,000 | 5,000,000 | 16, 595, 700 
Undistributed costs--~-_..... bnhecthstaindionththidiead s 1, 500 att REEL Di cotsenckcet tens 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
OUNE .0n 8 o ehet A ccpcen'ee 23, 600, 000 804, 800 1, -_ 500 5 000,000 | 16, 595, 700 
Pending adjustments... - sinh web danGsiid oben None oes siaini iets Biarairaia canta ohiiee 
Total cost (Federal funds only) ...--| 23, 600,000 | 804,800 | 1, 199, 199500 | 5,000,000 | 16, 595, 700 
Undelivered orders --. .- Divasidiixacseudedteneusaeatoeh 93, 500 93, 5 454, 700 —454, 700 
NR wn accciemninnnnnatibinanemenh 898,300 | 1,106,000 | 5,454,700 | 16, 141, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
DROUIN 5 ibs cia ges 5x58 sticnnenndlevinsnaetnde 909, 000 2, GOR, COB occ cena es 
Unobligated carryover from prior MUNIN cities bccn bah sigieesensl abasiomteen axe 10, 700 56, TP Vis ccusee. 
Total funds available for ene S obeleneaiiie 909,000 | 1, 560,700 sakes oi 
Raprept athens TAGE isis kno victrnecin cnn tncccssetst senate em 5,000,000 | 16, 141,000 





Mr. Cannon. I assume there are no questions on that? 


INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, JACKSONVILLE TO MIAMI, FLA. 


Mr. Cannon. On the Intracoastal Waterway, Jacksonville to 
Miami, Fla., we will insert pages 13a through 18. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, JACKSONVILLE TO Miami, Fa. 


(Continuing) 
Badect estimates .< 5 -dsides od$ uh suites sched Sick eae alae $800, 000 
Revised estimate__._..........---- 


be bp atin eens OS kh SORES 1, 100, 000 
Increase in budget estimates... wesel subissser Desde l esau Sou 300, 000 


25230—58—pt. 2——-14 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 














1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

Initiate channel dredging, Sebastian to Vero Beach-.-....._.-_- $755, 000 0 —$755, 000 
Initiate and complete channel dredging, Sebastian to Vero 

ee en inemegamuniaminaetdl 0 $755, 000 755, 000 
Initiate channel dredging, Vero Beach to Fort Pierce. __...... } 0 265, 000 265, 000 
Engineering and design..........................-..-----.---. 5, 000 10, 000 5. 000 
Supervision and administration 40, 000 70, 000 30, 000 

Re pb oir Rie tests Larcagndanpacigeiiniippgaemeestad | 800, 000 1, 100, 000 300, 000 
| 
Revised completion schedule 
| 1959 budget Revised estimate 

I nk 2 cl candbtewnnde July 1058.......... January 1958. 
I tastes dei estnsnedtsiaecnasabasi Mii August 1959_...... May 1959. 
Ae RS in eco nencuubannenanneaae 


December 1960....| December 1959. 





1 Revised estimate provides for 1 continuing contract for the reach from Sebastian to Fort Pierce instead 
of 2 separate contracts for this reach as in the budget estimate. 


Location.— This waterway extends from St. Johns River (Jacksonville, Fla.) 
to Miami, Fla., following the canal constructed by the Florida Coast Line Canal 
& Transportation Co. Total length of the waterway is 349 miles. 

Authorization.— 1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio— Not evaluated. Authorized in the interest of national 
security. 

Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
sui on 
b ieee Federal cost 
- 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) ------- 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) _-_-_.-___- | 
Estimated non-Federal cost__-_- ‘ | 
Cash contribution_._..___- vEsE a ee ell 0 
Other cost __- pidad eee Ea ed 1, 500, 000 | 
| 
' 


Sip heekkw aun cboes I $19, 600, 000 
‘ sunnah 25, 000 
1, 500, 000 | 


Total estimated project cost............-.-..----.------------ alinion inde 98, BRB ORO 8. Si Se, 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957__......._-- i biacgieae aH SUR 00 foe es oka 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 - - ns eel ncaa ccc aaoa 
Appropriations to date ---- ; snnannahliteneeaen 5, 402, 000 | 28 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year = Piss conc nevadeudistind yt 800, 000 32 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959--. _- es wie) 

| 


BS, TI, G00 bn es eecenn stews 


iThe budget commitment for construction at this time for the reach between Eau Gallie and Fort Pierce 
at an estimated cost of $3,180,000, of which $1,350,000 has been appropriated through fiscal year 1958. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channel: St. Johns River to Miami—12 feet deep, 125 feet wide, 349 miles long, 
Status (January 1, 1958): St. Johns River to Eau Gallie: Complete. 
Completion schedule: 
Pi cae CPOE. 2. ow oe oS ek eid July 1958. 
Sebastian to Vero Beach_______________-_____.- _... August 1959. 
vee ween a0 Port Pieree... ocala ee December 1960, 


JUSTIFICATION 


This waterway is an important part of the Intracoastal Waterway system, 
which has existing depths of 12 feet or greater as far south as Eau Gallie, Fla. 
During World War II, the operations of enemy submarines off the Florida east 
coast, which cost many lives and monetary losses of over $100 million, made inside 
shipping quite desirable. However, due to the restrictive dimensions of 8-foot 
depth and 100-foot width, only a limited amount of the large potential freight 
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traffic used the waterway. Such movements, which amounted to about 590,000 
tons annually, were accomplished only with difficulty and with unnecessary ex- 
penditures of money, manpower, and critical materials. It is estimated that 
during a wartime emergency tle completed project would carry over 3 million 
tons per annum. Considerable benefits to commercial traffic in peacetime would 
result from the improvement. From a yearly average of 367,000 tons for the 
decade prior to World War II, tonnage has risen to over 600,000 in 1955, and ton- 
miles have average 32 million per year during the period 1951 to 1955, with the 
trend upward since the end of World War IT. 

During the last few years, commercial traffic on the waterway between St. 
Johns River and Fort Pierce has averaged about 76,000 tons a vear. The ponu- 
lation increase of the tributary area of about 60 percent since 1959 has resulted in 
an increased demand for freight transport that requires improvement of service 
if the demand is to be met. Completion of the waterway to the deep water port 
of Fort Pierce will extend the 12-foot channel southward an additional 50 miles 
will enable through and local freight traffic to navigate with greater safety and 
speed at less operating cost, and will afford a protected inside passage for many of 
the larger craft now required to sail outside because of the restrictive dimensions 
of the existing channel. 

Fiscal year 1939.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate channel dredging, Sebastian to Vero Beach______----------- $755, 000 
Enaincering aud. design 465 ipses Kae 64 pete Ab i as ate eoesnsana aes 5, 000 
Geerw inion? as: GCN IStrATION. Wo. oem ewa daldadewnwncerenmetide 40, 000 

ROGES coke Sa Cob ae Akt coeds Seek ee Dee nas eae 800, 000 


The funds requested are required to maintain a schedule of dredging operations to 
permit completion of a usable increment by December 1960. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, JACKSONVILLE TO MIAMI 


Work completed consists of: Enlarging the original channel to 8 feet deep and 
100 feet wide between St. Johns River and Miami, at a cost of $7,251,000; provi- 
sion of the turning basin in the vicinity of Jacksonville Beach by local interests 
during construction of a highway, at no cost to the United States; and the Vero 
Beach turning basin, at a cost of $41,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, JACKSON- 
VILLE TO MIAMI 

None. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost ot local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the main 
channel is $1,500,000 for lands and damages, about $600,000 of which has been 
expended to date. 

cal interests also incurred costs of $2,750,000 in complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation for previous work accomplished on the main channel. 
Local interests have provided a bulkhead at Vero Beach turning basin, under 
another authorized modification, at an estimated cost of $2,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Florida Inland Navigation District adopted a 
resolution on August 2, 1946, assuring the United States that the requirements of 
local cooperation pertaining to construction and maintenance of the channel would 
be fulfilled; the requirements concerning alteration of bridges, cables, pipelines 
and other structures were not assumed by the navigation district but their altera- 
tions or removal is adequately covered in the Department of the Army permits 
under which original authority for their construction was granted. Local interests 
have furnished all rights-of-way for the 12-foot channel enlargement between 
Eau Gallie and Sebastian, now under contract. They are now actively engaged 
in obtaining the necessary rights-of-way and spoil areas required for the channel 
enlargement between Sebastian and Fort Pierce. Necessary rights-of-way and 
spoil-disposal areas for the reach from Sebastian to Vero Beach are expected to 
be furnished well in advance of scheduled award of contract. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$19,600,000 is an increase of $200,000 over the latest estimate ($19,400,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. A $122,000 net increase in channels was based on the price 
level rise (+ $590,000), and an adjustment in the estimate for authorized work 
accomplished by private interests at no Federal: cost (—$468,000). A $78,000 
increase is for retirement contributions applicable to engineering and design and 
to supervision and administration. 


i 
¥ 
A 
i 
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Summary construction pragram (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 














Total to Current /| Budget fis-| Balance to 





Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) | (5) (6) 
RIVER AND HARBOR ACT OF MAR. 2, 1945 | 
(H. DOC. 740, 79TH CONG., 2D SESS.) 














Completed units: channel, Jacksonville to | 
Eau Gallie -- Sue Hu $3, 858, 400 | $3, 858, 400 |____- is vadmacele 
Uncompleted units: | 
Bridges, Transfer Palm Valley Bridge | 
to Florida State Road Department. -| OO. |. am umenee Peace Poe eee aoa $650, 000 
Channel, Fau Gallie to Miami-.- 13, 320, 000 | 128, 000 $915, 000 $737, 000 11, 540, 000 
Engineering and design _- gas 681, 600 225, 500 11, 000 5, 000 440, 100 
Supervision and administration _---.- | 1,090, 000 36, 000 73, 200 58, 000 922, 800 
Total applied cost — of Engi- 
neers funds only) -_-- 19, 600, 000 4, 247, 900 999, 200 800, 000 13, 552, 900 
Undistributed costs - - ae None POS 1. CS igh rere Lanett 
Total project cost (Corp 0 of { Engineer rsfunds | 
only) ._- ah ....--| 19, 600, 000 4, 247, 900 999, 200 800, 000 13, 552, 900 
Pending adjustments. r. (—)800 (+-)800 |... seit ensens iala 
Total costs (Corp of E ngineers funds only) | 19, 600, 000 4, 247, 100 Wen ee 800,000 | 13, 552, 900 
Undelivered orders. - Sa cathe baer daminute 0 155, 300 — 155, 300 
Total obligations..-.._-- se aohastarenwntoeierenars Mier cons 4, 247, 100 | 1,000, 000 955, 300 13, 18, 207, 600 
| ita 
METHOD OF FINANCING (CORPS OF ENGI- | 
NEERS FUNDS ONLY) & 
| 
Appropriation.__.___- ; -...----| 4,252,400 | 1,150,000 oe iar i ald 
Unobligated carryover from prior year Sa | a eee 5, 300 "155, ONE ORAS: 
Total funds available for obligation --|_- - ence ae 252, 400 1, 155, 300 s re a ‘ otinss 
Appropriation required_............... -| wieder tba ai on 800, 000 | 13, 397, 600 
} } 











Mr. Cannon. General Albrecht, the original 1959 budget indicates 
$744,000 of the request is to “initiate dredging the stretch from 
Sebastian to Vero Beach.”’ The revised budget indicates the same 
amount to initiate and complete this same section. Are you getting 
better bids than expected or what is the explanation? 

General Atsrecut. I think it is just a bookkeeping way of put- 
ting it down, sir. I do not think it indicates any change at all in the 
overall cost of the work. 

Mr. Cannon. There is quite a difference between merely dredging 
this stretch and completing it. Ordinarily we would expect consider- 
able additional expense over the mere dredging of it to complete the 
project. 

Here we propose to include the entire expense of the whole project 
in the original cost for dredging. 

General AtBrecut. No, sir, there is no difference in the work 
shown there. It is only dredging. The local interests furnish the 
remainder of the costs. There are places for deposit of the material 
and in the event of permit changes they have to bear the cost. 

Mr. Cannon. What did you expect to pay for the dredging? 
What was the original estimate of the Corps of Engineers? 

General Atsrecut. For this stretch, sir, it was $755,000. 

Mr. Cannon. What additional costs would be involved in addition 
to dredging in order to complete this stretch between Sebastian and 
Vero Beach? 

General Atprecut. That is all there is, sir. That is the only charge 
I have, except for supervision and administration. 

Mr. Cannon. What do you estimate that cost to be? 
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General Atsrecut. Supervision and administration under the 
revised estimate is $70,000, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Apparently, then, the Government is $70,000 ahead 
on this proposition or our first estimate was somewhat bey ond what 
was required. 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, the initial budget request, as you 
pointed out, said “Initiate channel dredging, Sebastian to Vero 
Beach,” and as you pointed out the revised estimate says ‘Initiate 
and complete’”’ for the same amount, $755,000. 

Mr. Cannon. So evidently you expected to pay more at the begin- 
ning if it will cost this amount to initiate it and complete it. You 
can now get the entire job done for that. There is a discrepancy 
there between what you estimated first and what you estimate now. 
You are wrong one place or the other. 

General ALBrecut. What we said was that we had $755,000 for 
Sebastian to Vero Beach alone. That would require supervision and 
administration of $40,000. Here in the revised budget, we are saying 
that our dredging, w hich will now include some of the channel from 
Vero Beach to Fort Pierce, will require $70,000 in supervision costs. 
That supervision and administration is roughly i in proportion to the 
increased amount for dredging, 


SUPERVISION AND ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Cannon. Would you say that the total cost of $1,090,000 for 
supervision and administration was excessive? Could the committee 
take something off of that? 

General Atserecut. I do not feel it is excessive, sir. It has been 
carefully estimated and this is what we think it will cost. We do 
not believe it is out of line. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the character of the supervision and admin- 
istration? 

Apparently merely dredging the channel down to Vero Beach is 
involved. Does it require any special talent or any special experience? 
There is practically no supervision at all. 

General ALprecut. You have to take before and after surveys 
all the way through in order to find out what the contractual pay- 
ments should be.- It is true that it is a relatively simple project. 
On the other hand, it is a project which requires all the estimating 
and other things that we do on any other project except that you in 
general have only one quantity, that is the quantity that is dredged. 

All of these figures are very carefully estimated. I feel this is a 
good figure. 

Mr. Bonanp. All of the work with respect to the Intracoastal 
Waterway is dredging, is it not? What percentage would you at- 
tribute to dredging only? 

General ALprecut. You mean on the Intracoastal Waterway itself? 

In general it is dredging. I would say it is 99 percent dredging. 
There are occasional costs where we have a problem with regard to a 
bridge that the Federal Government has responsibility for, or some- 
thing of that nature. 

Mr. Botanp. Of the total amount the estimated Federal cost from 
Jacksonville to Miami is $19,600,000. Is that right? 

General ALBRECHT. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Botanp. 99.9 percent of that goes toward dredging. This is 
not a difficult job for dredgers, is it? Is it a relatively simple job? 

General AtsrecuT. In general, it is a simple job; yes. 

Mr. Bouanp. Has the corps done any dredging in that area before? 
What sort of a waterway was it before the Corps of Engineers got 
interested in it? 

General AtBrecut. This is a modification of the previous existing 
project. 

MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Botanp. Will this require constant dredging in the years to 
come? 

General ALBrecnut. It will require maintenance e dredging depending 
on the part of the channel that you are talking about. 

Mr. Bouanp. Any part of the channel would require maintenance 
dredging. 

General ALBRECHT. Some parts would require very little and other 
parts require quite a lot. 

Mr. Bouanp. Do they have any dredges of their own there? 

General ALBrecur. We have dredges in our area; yes, sir. 

Mr. Boxanp. It would seem to me this is a project that the corps 
itself could do. You contract this out, I assume? 

General ALBRECHT. Yes, sir. It is our policy to do most of our 
improvement dredging by contract. 

Mr. BoLanpb. You can actually do this work yourself, though, with- 
out much difficulty, could you not? 

General ALBRECHT. That is right. 

Mr. Bouanp. You have the dredges and can do this easily yourself. 

General ALBRECHT. We do not have the dredges in operation at 
the present time to do it; no, sir. All the dredges we have in operation 
are those which are necessary on our maintenance work. 

Mr. Botanp. If the corps were supplied with a sufficient number 
of dredges you could do this job easily? 

General ALerecur. That is right. 

Mr. Bouanp. This is the kind of job that will require constant 
dredging. The Federal Government is in on a project which it has 
to maintain, and it seems to me this would be the kind of a project 
that the Corps of Engineers and the Federal Government could do 
on its own. 

General Atprecut. We do not accomplish all of our maintenance 
dredging with our own plant. We do only part of it. 

Mr. Bouanp. I can understand that. You probably do not have 
enough equipment for that. 

General ALBRecHT. That is true. We do not have enough of it. 

Mr. Bouanp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. When do you expect to complete this, General 
Albrecht? 

General ALBrecur. It will be completed to Fort Pierce in De- 
cember of 1959. 

Mr. Cannon. The entire project. 

General Atsrecur. The whole project to Miami, Fla., is not 
scheduled. Completion is not scheduled. 

Mr. Cannon. What would be your estimate? 
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General ALBrecut. We have not been allowed to schedule it, sir. 
We have been allowed to schedule only the completion to Fort Pierce. 

Mr. Cannon. Just as a rough guess what would you say, judging 
by the cost of going to Fort Pierce? 

General ALprecut. It would depend on how appropriations came 
along. I would say 5 additional years. It could be completed in 
that period. 


SUPERVISION AND ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Cannon. You tell us here on page 17 that your supervision 
and administration cost is $1,090,000. 
General ALBRecHr. Sir? 


Mr. Cannon. Supervision and administration. Your total to 
June 30, 1957, is $36,000, current fiscal year 1958 it would be $73,200, 
budget fiscal year 1959 it is $58,000. 

At that rate to complete the project, which you say is $922,800, it 
would be 18 years instead of 5 years. Evidently you are asking for 
too much money. 

General ALBREcHT. I am not sure whether you mean to complete 
the project to Miami, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Complete the whole project. This is just super- 
vision and administration cost, of course. 

You say your annual cost is from $36,000 a year starting in 1957 
going to $58,000 a year in 1959. At that rate it will take you 18 years 
approximately to spend the $922,800 you are asking to complete the 
project. You say you should do it in 5 years. Why all this additional 
money? 

General ALBrecutT. We have not scheduled this project beyond 
Fort Pierce. We have not been permitted to do so. 

Mr. Cannon You have scheduled it up to 1959. 

General ALBRrecHT. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You are asking for $58,000 this year. You asked 
tor $36,000 the year before and $73,200 the year following that. It 
runs along about the same, not a great deal of difference in the annual 
cost. But at that average annual cost it would run almost 20 years. 
Evidently you are asking for entirely too much money for superv ision 
and administration. 

General ALBrecut. Sir, I cannot check that figure of $922,800. 
Might I submit an explanation for the record of that? 

Mr. Cannon. If you cannot check it certainly we cannot. 

General ALBrecuT. I would like to put an explanation of it in the 
record if I may, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You might insert your explanation. 

(The information requested follows: ) 

The amount of $922,800 is the figure shown on the form PB—1 as the cost for 
supervision and administration after fiscal year 1959 for the original budget 
request. This figure was based on supervising and administering work after 
fiscal year 1959 having an estimated cost of $11,540,000. It is slightly under 8 
percent of the costs. This percentage is comparable to that generally experienced 
on other projects of this nature. 

The percentage is also compatible with that estimated for fiscal year 1958 
($73,200) and for fiscal year 1959 ($58,000) and considerably less than the per- 
centage experienced prior to fiscal year 1958 ($36,000). 

The figure of $922,800 was computed on the basis of the rate of construction 
experience during the past few years and probably could be reduced with a faster 
rate of construction. 
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Mr. Cannon. It would be quite difficult to explain how you will use 
$922,800 in 5 years when you are expending it at the rate of between 
$36,000 and $58,000 a year. 

General ALBRECHT. Might I ask Colonel Penney to comment 
on that? 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, I think if you consider the rate of 
ee on this, they have been increasing somewhat over the 
years, $200,000 in fiscal 1957 and last year about $1.1 million. 

The amount to complete the project down beyond Fort Pierce is 
about $10 million. Of course, depending on the rate of appropria- 
tions, if it is at the rate of $1 million a year, that would be i0 years. 
If it should be $2 million a year it would be 5 years. I think that the 
estimate for supervision and administration is keyed into the total 
amount of dredging work to be done, and I think that probably over 
a period of 10 years at that rate of about $1 million it would not be too 
much. This would be something like 90,000— 

Mr. Cannon. General Albrecht tells us it should cover a period of 
about 5 years. 

Colonel Penney. In that event, sir, the supervision and administra- 
tion amount which would be allocated in the budget estimate to cover 
twice as much work, or $2 million worth of work, would be something 
like $140,000 or $150,000. 

Mr. Cannon. All we have are the figures which you have submitted 
in your justifications. That is what we must depend on. 

Colonel Penney. I understand, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. In this case they do not seem to be very dependable. 

Colonel Penney. I believe, sir, that the crux of the question is how 
many years it is likely to take us to complete it. If it is at the current 
rate of something like $1 million a year it will be another 10 years. 

Then that apparently large figure that you put your finger on of 
$900,000 divided by 10 years is about $90,000 a year, on the order of 
$70,000 or $80,000 or $90,000. 

If the appropriations were to come in 5 years and we did $2 million 
or more worth of dredging a year, then that amount rather than 
$70,000 to supervise that work properly would be something like 
$150,000. 

I feel that the amount, sir, is related to the total amount of dredging 
that has to be done. How much dredging is to be done in any one 
year will govern the amount that would be allocated to supervision 
and administration in that year, sir. 


TRAFFIC ON WATERWAY 
Mr. Taser. If you would turn to page 15 of the justifications, in 
that first paragraph you tell us tonnage has risen to over 600 000 in 
1955. Down below in the next paragraph you say commercial traffic 


on the waterway between St. John’s River and Fort Pierce has aver- 
aged about 76,000 tons a year. 
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The two stories do not seem to go together. 

General Atsrecut. In the second paragraph the commercial 
traffic on the waterway between St. John’s River and Fort Pierce is 
related to just that stretch of river, whereas 

Mr. Taser. You mean there is local traffic in there? 

General ALBRECHT. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Local rather than through traffic? 

General ALBREcHT. Some of it is through traffic. 

Mr. Taser. A substantial amount? Is not through traffic the 
main item? 

General ALBrecuT. I could not give you a breakdown between 
whether it was a substantial amount of through traffic or not. I 
should think it would be. 

Mr. Taser. It sounded peculiar to me that in one place you tell 
us 76,000 and in the other place you say 600,000 tons. 

General ALBRecHT. In some stretches of the waterway you do not 
have too much through traffic. 

Mr. Taser. That territory is not very far all the way from Jackson- 
ville to Miami. 

General Atsrecut. There is a great deal of construction in the 
Miami and Fort Lauderdale area. 

Mr. Taser. The materials they get would be hauled all the way 
down the river for building, would they not? 

General ALBREecHT. Some of them would, yes. 

Mr. Taser. Most of them. There is no substantial factory or 
cement plant or anything of that character in between there. 

General ALBrecut. That is true, but the river is not too good from 
the point of view of navigation right now. It will be when we get an 
improvement made. 

Mr. Taser. It is not a river, anyway, is it 

General ALBprecut. No, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Do you suppose you can explain that difference 
somehow or other for the record? 

General ALBRECHT. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Or is it something we just have to take on faith and 
not be interested in how it works out? 

General ALsrecut. I do not think I can prove it very much in the 
record, sir. This is just a figure that we have. We have many 
different figures of this sort. T can explain it for the record, though. 

Mr. Botanp. What kind of freight do you carry? You refer 
the 600,000 tons in 1955. What kind of freight is that? What zo 
you carry on these boats? 

General ALBREcHT. We expect that what will be carried by the 
finished waterway, which is probably carried to some extent now, 
will be petroleum produc ts, building materials, fertilizer, pulp wood, 
sugar, black strap molasses, citrus, and some other items. 

Mr. Boanp. | can understand the citrus but not some of those 
other products you say are being carried. I was watching huge boats 
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up and down there, and it seems to me the only craft traveling on the 
Intracoastal Waterway are pleasure boats. 

Actually of the total number of boats that would use this waterway 
what percentage would be pleasure craft? 

General ALBREcHT. I would say a very large percentage. 

Mr. Botanp. Ninety percent easily, or better than that. I don’t 
think we have to go through that kind of expense to maintain this 
for pleasure craft. 

The argument is that it is important because it will provide a 
waterway during a period of national defense where the monetary 
losses are over $100 million because they could not have inside ship- 
ping. But the fact of the matter is that of the $100 million loss you 
talk about I would venture to say that a relatively small percentage 
would be carried on the Intracoastal Waterway if it were in operation 
at that time. You could not get that size of boat carrying that kind 
of freight in this kind of w aterway. Is that right? 

General Atsrecut. In the first place, so far as the traffic during 
peacetime is concerned, we estimate there will be a potential traffic 
under normal conditions of 1,800,000 tons, which is an appreciable 
amount of goods. 

At the present time the commodities transported around the Miami 
area which you mentioned are mostly petroleum products and building 
materials. 

There was a traffic in 1956 on this waterway of 1,451,200 tons, 
even —ttinks you see a lot of pleasure boats. 

I think so far as wartime is concerned this project was justified on 
the basis of national defense and it still is justified on the basis of 
national defense because of the protection that it will give, and the 
fact that it will be a much better channel after it is completed than 
it was during World War II. 

Mr. Bouanp. Even if it were completed, the major portion of the 
products which would be carried would be carried outside that area. 
None of those ships can get into the Intracoastal Waterway. 

General ALBrecut. It would be barge traffic. 

Mr. Botanp. Do you have barge traffic there now’ 

General ALBRECHT. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Much of it? 

General ALBrecut. On the waterway there were 1,450,000 tons of 
traffic in 1956. That should be materially increased when we get a 
better waterway. 

Mr. Taser. There is one thing on page 311 of the hearings of last 
year. It states there, there is no benefit-cost ratio on this project even 
attempted. 

Mr. Botanp. It states the same thing this year. It is not evaluated. 
It is authorized in the interest of national security. I don’t know 
how you will preserve the Nation by building this Intracoastal Water- 
way. Ifthe argument is that you are going to transport great numbers 
of products and many things which are essential to the national defense 
on this waterway, that is a different story. You are not going to pre- 
serve the Nation or help national defense at all with just a waterway 
of this size. 

There is no doubt about it, at least in my mind, that this is a water- 
way which is to be used primarily for pleasure craft. That is where 
most of the need for the improvement of it comes, and there are large 
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and small pleasure craft that use it. As you said a moment ago, the 
percentage of craft on there as between freighters, barges, and pleasure 
craft, pleasure craft probably total over 90 percent. Is that a fair 
statement? 


DEFENSE ASPECTS OF WATERWAY 


General ALBrecuT. | think the statement is true, as far as the 
pleasure craft are concerned. However, I think this sentence in the 
justification, ‘It is estimated that in wartime emergency the com- 
pleted project would carry over 3 million tons per annum,” is a very 
important statement because, in the main, those would be items which 
are transported in wartime for prosecuting the war. 

Mr. Botanp. You could still transport them by railroad. You 
have good railroads down there, such as the Atlantic Coast Line. 

Mr. Taper. The Seaboard Airline. 

Mr. Botanp. What else? 

Mr. Kirwan. Florida East Coast. 

General ALBreEcurtT. It gives us an alternate route, which is impor- 
tant in wartime, especially with the type of war we might get into. 

Mr. Bo.tanp. Even in wartime, 3 million tons is not a very con- 
siderable tonnage, is it? 

General ALBRECHT. It is a material tonnage if it were items neces- 
sary to prosecute the war—petroleum, for one thing. 

Mr. Botanp. Whether or not the other members have this problem, 
I do not know. Certainly, the problem which faces me with respect 
to this kind of projéct is that on the Intracoastal Waterway we are 
providing a waterway mostly for pleasure craft. The taxpayers all 
over the Nation have to pay for the navigation aspects of any naviga- 
tion project and, consequently, relatively few of the taxpayers benefit 
from it. 

If there was a great benefit which would result, that would be a 
different story. But, in my judgment, there is not a great benefit 
to the great mass of the public from this kind of project. The benefit 
goes only to those who have that kind of craft which can operate on it. 
That is my philosophy. I thought I would like to let you know what 
it is. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. In the World War, Germany drove our tankers from 
the Atlantic. They nearly froze New England and New York. We 
had to put through a hurry-up project and build the Big Inch pipeline 
from Texas to New York to keep New York from freezing for lack of 
oil because German submarines were sinking all tankers on the 
Atlantic. 

What protection would traffic down this route provide against 
submarines? 

General ALBRECHT. It would be a covered route, sir. You could 
keep the submarines out of that traffic. 

Mr. Cannon. The submarine is the most elusive weapon on the 
sea. What protection would this project afford? 

Mr. Taper. It appears to me that, in a channel only 6 or 8 feet 
deep, submarines could not submerge. 

Mr. Cannon. They would lob their shells right over the protecting 
barrier between the waterway and the ocean. This barrier is practi- 
cally at water level. 





Le) 
— 
G 4 









































Mr. Taser. Yes; that is true. 
(Off the record.) 


Mr. Cannon. It would be useless in time of war. 


TAMPA HARBOR, FLA. 


We shall take up Tampa Harbor, Fla., inserting pages 19a through 
24. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 
Tampa Harpor, Fua. (34-Foor Prosecrt) 


(Continuing) 


Budget estimate 3 p $1, 250. 000 


Revised estimate ‘ 2, 950, 000 
Increase in budget estimate ; : “ i, 700, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 


Initiate Sparkman Channel and Ybor turning basin | $1, 130, 000 0 —$1, 130, 000 
Continue and complete Sparkman Channel and Ybor turning 
basin _- 0 $1, O88, 000 1, 088, 000 
Initiate Port Tampa channels and turning basin 0 940, 000 940, 000 
Initiate Alafia River and turning basin nesdindndl . 0 665, 000 165, 000 
Engineering and design. 38, 000 55, 000 17, 000 
Supervision and administration__- ‘ 82, 00 202, 000 120, 000 
Total_. 5 juice 1, 250, 000 2, 950, 000 1, 700, 000 


Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 
Entire project. -- November 1962__-..| March 1960 
Hillsboro Bay channels June 1958 May 1958 | 
Egmont Channel and Mullet Key Cut January 1958 September 1958 
Sparkman Channel and Ybor turning basin July 1959 Mareh 1959 
Port Tampa channels and turning basin- December 196 January 1960 
Alafia River and turning basin November 1962 March 1960 
Location.— Channel from Gulf of Mexico to Tampa, with interior channels to 


Port Tampa and the Alafia River Terminal, total dredging length of 49 miles 
Authorization.— 1950 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.— 3.5 to | 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent f 
estimated 
Federal cost 
(Corps of 


Engineers) 





Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineer : $12, 000, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (United States Coast Guard 172, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contribution ; 0 


Other costs 862, 000 








Total estimated project cost. 13, 034, 000 





TRE 00 DED BM Bras www cn cascocnnatkecanepuadseucncesnseessesie 4. 977, 000 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 vedas icenbaws 2, 100, 000 a 
Appropriations to date-- : ca — 7, 077, 000 59 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959 cpa egeleiien 1, 250, 000 70 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. -._- beinoen : 3, 673, 000 
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Physical data 











Dredging Width 


length 














Channels or basins: | Miles Feet 
te SL, Wat Jnwtscoagywaeaumed i oaitiee iat 36 6.1 600 
EE MOS 55522. Lhd antenna anand acai 34 | 3.2 500 
ONL TAG GUUS oscnd chai bec enncodntndaeustes 34 15.8 400 
Hillsboro Bs ay channels a ek Mh ce aa a le ae 34 11.8 400 
Sparkman Channel and Y bor turni ir Wi..i sce cockae = 34 1.6 400 
Port Tampa channels and turning basin. .-........---- 4 34 | 8.3 400 

| : 
30 3.6 200 


Alafia River Channel and turning basin-.-..--........-- + 
















Status (Jan. 1, 1958): Percent 
Egmont x nannel and Mullet Hey ctldcssnpes wc cadesceasedu<tadkh 90 
cepe Day Channels. 3.2 weeded. vs eds hacnigndwwen seaie ieee te 100 
RNG Tina GR, 6.8 dis rnc an nerd 2oadceebaeie teh d tea 60 
DPOGNI Tie. GRRE 6 oi Sc ids is = ils eh ES ed BE ee ee (4) 

Completion schedule: 

Hillsboro Bay channelest sicecd sc5 esiews dcekz ..--... June 1958. 
Egmont Channel and Mullet Ke WY CUh 2665... scenwescuc- SOBUREY AOE: 
Sparkman Channel and Ybor turning basin- wi sr win br 

Lort Tampa channels and turning basin- ---- Ld wermiey December 1960. 
Alafia River and turning basin____-.-_--- : _..... November 1962. 







1 Not started. 








JUSTIFICATION 






Tampa Harbor, the most important port on the gulf coast of Florida, serves 
a large tributary area. The volume of commerce handled by the harbor has stead- 
ily increased from 5,436,202 tons in 1949 to 11,927,530 tons in 1956, an increase 
of 119 percent. Many complaints have been received on the inadequacy of exist- 
ing widths and depths. 

Large tonnages of sew um products (5,082,983 tons in 1956) for civilian and 
miltary use, phosphate (4,137,390 tons in 1956), sulfur, fertilizer, iron and steel 
articles, grain, fresh and canned vegetables and fruits, forest products, cement and 
other commodities move in volume through the harbor in modern deep-draft 
vessels. 

Tanker operators state that an average of 10 hours per vessel trip at a cost of 
about $127 per hour, or about $1,270 net per trip, is lost awaiting high tide at 
Tampa Harbor. Likewise, operators and agents of the major steamship lines 
state that an average of 8 hours per vessel trip at a cost of about $100 per hour, 
or $800 per trip, is lost by their ships awaiting high tide in the harbor. Delays 
will increase as the volume of commerce increases. 

A large volume of fuel now moves between Port Tampa via a pipeline to a tank 
farm at MacDill Air Force Base, whence it is distributed to other permanent Air 
Force bases at Orlando and Cocoa Beach, Fla. 

Enlargement of the channels to the upper harbor and to Port Tampa will reduce 
the layover time of modern deep-draft vessels and will permit the carrying of 
greater loads of petroleum products. 

Fiscal year 1959.—To initiate Sparkman Channel and Ybor turning basin, the 
requested amount of $1,250,000 will be required. This work, when completed 
will provide access to the rapidly expanding port facilities on Sparkman Channel 
and other parts of the upper harbor. The funds will be applied as follows: 
























Initiate: 
Sparkman Channel and Ybor turning basin.__.....-.-.------ $1, 130, 000 
Engineering and design_...............---- ee De 38, 000 
Pupervinios and eimmmilsitation.. nonin cee wecswce cman 82, 000 






FI ass dnt Ses pccehcedencic en imal sas eet glad cee ale gad ee a. ; 1, 250, 000 








COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, TAMPA HARBOR 






Work completed consists of a 30-foot channel (32 feet in Egmont Channel) to 
Port Tampa (including a turning basin), a 30-foot channel to Tampa, including 
Seddon, Garrison, and Ybor Channels, and a 12-foot channel at the mouth of 
Hillsboro River. The cost of completed work is $10,184,000. 









REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, TAMPA HARBOR 


Work remaining to comnlete the project consists of dredging a channel 9 feet 
deep and 100 feet wide in Hillsboro River for about 2.4 miles above the upper end 
of the existing 12-foot chanre!, and removal of obstructions thence to the Florida 
Avenue bridge as authorized by 1945 River and Harbor Act; and the extension 
of snavging and clearing in Hillsboro River 3 miles to the city waterworks dam 
as authorized by the 1954 River and Harbor Act. No work has been initiated 
on these modifications which are estimated to cost $230,000. 

Non-Felera! costs—The costs to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments 0° local co-peration as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 34- 
foot channel (36 feet in Egmont Channel) is estimated as follows: Lands and 
damages, $2,000; additional or strengthened bulkhead and retaining works 
adjacent to channels of upper harbor, $10,000; and increased slips and berthing 
space with nevessary terminal facilities at Port Tampa based on plans approved 
by the Chief of Engineers in September 1955, $850,000—a total of $862,000. 

Loca! interests have incurred costs of between $2 million and $3 million in 
complying with the requirements of local cooperation for completed modifications. 

In addition, local interests have incurred costs of many millions of dollars in 
dredging and providing port facilities in Tampa Harbor since consolidation of 
several projects to form a single project for Tampa Harbor in 1922. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Hillsborough County port authority on 
Julv 11, 1955, adopted a resolution assuring the United States that all requirements 
of local corperation would be fulfilled. All requirements of local cooperation for 
work prozramed to date have been met on or before schedule. Preliminary 
negotiations for lands and relocations required for work programed to start 
in fiscal year 1959 are underway and all requirements are expected to be furnished 
well in advance of the scheduled date of advertising. The Atlantic Coast Line 
Railroad has submitted through the Hillsborough County port authority, a plan 
of improvement for its slip at Port Tampa, which has been approved by the 
Chief of Engineers. In submitting the plan, the railroad stated that they were 
prepared to commence work concurrently with construction of Port Tampa 
channels and turning basin (scheduled to commence in fiscal year 1960). 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. There have been minor compensating adjustments 
in feature costs. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


| | | | 
Total to | Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature |Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 


| estimate 1957 | 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| | | | year 1959 
i } 

(1) (2) (3) | (4) (5) (6) 








| 
| 
RIVER AND HARROR ACT OF MAY 17, 1950 
(H. DOC, 258, 81ST CONG., 1ST SESS.) | 


$1, 954,000 | $1,130,000 | $3, 515, 000 


ho eccinn |$12,015, 000 | $4,416,000 | 

Engineering and design... | 360,000 | 220, 500 | 84, 500 | 38, 000 | 17, 000 

Supervision and administration | 625, 000 | 174, 500 126, 000 | 82, 000 | 242, 500 
| 


} 


Total applied cost (Carps of Engineers | 


| | 
funds only) ____- 12, 000, 000 4, 811, 000 2, 144,500 | 1,250,000 | 3,774,500 





Undistributed Costs . -. Ea None | None | | 

Total project cost (Corps of Engi- | 
neers funds only) 12, 000, 000 4,811,000 | 2,164, 500 1, 250, 000 3, 774, 500 
Pending adjustments_. ‘ (—)200 (+)200 | abe 


Total costs (Corps of Engineers | | 


| 
| 





| 
funds only) --.- 12,000,000 | 4,810, 800 2, 164, 700 1, 250, 000 3, 774, 500 
Undelivered orders. . ! 1,700 | (—)1,700 | 101, 500 —101, 500 
Total obligations -_. 4,812,500 | 2,163,000 1, 351, 500 3, 673, 000 

METHOD OF FINANCING (CORPS OF ENGI- 

NEERS FUNDS ONLY) 

| 
Appropriation -__-- . wie oiane | 4,977,000 2, 100, 000 | -.- ‘ 
Unobligated carryover from prior year-_.- 164, 500 | 101, 500 = 


Total funds available for obligation__| : 4,977,000 | 2, 264, 500 | 
Appropriation required -. ‘ natn <iee wih aaledhva 


1, 250,000 | 3, 673, 000 
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Mr. Cannon. General Albrecht, your original budget contained 
$1,130,000 to “initiate” Sparkman Channel and the Ybor Turning 
Basin. ‘This is reduced here to $1,088,000, but you go on to say that 
$1,088,000 will both initiate and complete this part of the project. 

General ALBpeecut. The feature is treated differently, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. If it required $1,130,000 merely to initiate it, how 
can you initiate it and complete it with $1 million? 

General ALprecut. That is a mistake on the sheet, sir. It should 
not have said “initiate.” We will start that channel and turning 
basin this year. 

Mr. Cannon. I must again call your attention to the fact that we 
expect to have information on which we can base appropriations. 
As you say, it is very loosely compiled, and is very inaccurate. 


SAVANNAH RIVER BELOW AUGUSTA, GA., AND SOUTH CAROLINA 


aor Cannon. The next project is the Savannah River below Au- 
gusta, Ga., and South Carolina. Insert pages 25A through 30. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


SAVANNAH River BEeELow Avuausta, Ga., AND SoutH Caro.uina (9-Foor Project) 
(Continuing) 

Budget Estimate___._______- cute, a6 Seas al SPCR a ace $700, 000 

WOVINOG GR. cs i cette =e ae beeee seis 700, 000 











Increase in budget estimate__ -_- ey eee} ee aa 0 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
ih 1959 budget Revised Increase 
| estimate | 
ia Ba wa sa -| ‘ sa ans 
Complete the first phase of excavation dredging and bank | | | 
revetment work.____-- $420, 000 | $420, 000 0 
Initiate pile dike and associated bank revetment work... 200, 000 | 200, 000 | 0 
Engineering and design 30, 000 30, 000 0 
Supervision and administration_-. 50, 000 50, 000 | 0 
Teel. Ao t. is ae SRR A sary 700, 000 700, 000 | | 0 





Revised completion schedule 
Entire project: 
1959 budget .... June 1962. 
POCOd cotate 552655 So SEU ee A June 1961. 


Location.—Channel extending from deep water in Savannah Harbor to the upper 
end of the Federal project at Augusta, Ga., a distance of about 198 miles. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.48 to 1. 


Summarized fina neial data 





| Accumulated 


Amount | percent of 
| _ estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Pe seianon . vais $3, 560, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - - - : eas ; | 57, 000 | 
Cash. cantribution - -- .--- oss / pr saee ae | 0 | 
Other costs ot a s tact | 57,000 |. 
Total estimated project cost _ - : : | 3, 617, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957. | 60, 000 
Appropri: ations for fiscal year 1958_ i sksawd te = Besse 675. 000 | 
Appropriations to date 735, 000 | 21 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_ 700, 000 | 40 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959- | 2,125,000 |... ; 
} ' 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Channel 9 feet deep and 90 feet wide from Savannah Harbor to 
Augusta, Ga. 

Status (January 1, 1958): Construction not started. 

Completion schedule: June 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The existing project for Savannah River below Augusta, Ga., is inadequate for 
present or reasonably prospective commerce. As a result, the one barge line now 
operating has done so only with great difficulty and new interests are not en- 
couraged by the uncertain prospects of an adequate channel. Since comovletion 
of the Clark Hill Dam, a number of industries have evidenced interest in the pos- 
sibility of utilizing the river for the movement of freight. Information has been 
furnished by local interests that several firms are negotiating for industrial sites 
in the Augusta area, all of which are prospective users of the Savannah River 
channel. 

Tonnage on the river during calendar year 1956 amounted to over 70,000 tons, 
The principal commodities were petroleum products, and brick and tile. There 
are presently four terminals in operation at Augusta for the handling of freight 
shipped by river. The petroleum handling facilities of the Texas Co. and the dock, 
of the city of Augusta have presently been placed in operation in addition to the 
terminals of the Pure Oil Co. and the Merry Shipping Co. The city of Augusta 
has been actively negotiating with the State of Georgia for the early development 
of the authorized State port at Augusta. 

The provision of a channel 9 feet deep will permit barges to be loaded to full 
draft (8 feet) at all times and, with the easing of the bends in the river, towboats 
will be able to navigate the bends with two barges in tandem. This loading of 
barges to full draft and tows of at least two barges in tandem are considered neces- 
sarv to provide the canacity to accommodate prospective traffic. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $700,000 will be used as follows: 


Complete the first phase of excavation dredging and bank revetment 


work ee : $420. 000 
Initiate pile dike and associated bank revetment work 7 : 200, 000 
Engineering and design ast alg 30, 000 
Supervision and administration__-_---- 50, 000 

ol a sas teins ip GI ESS inital asad Gieeit biases alta cakes 700, 000 


The requested funds will be required for continuation of construction at a rate 
to permit completion of the project by June 1962. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATION, SAVANNAH RIVER BELOW AUGUSTA 


The work completed provides for a channel 6 feet deep and 75 feet wide (at 
ordinary summer flow, which corresponds to a discharge of 4,000 second-feet at 
Augusta, Ga.) from the upper end of Savannah Harbor to the head of navigation 
at Augusta, a distance of about 198 miles. The improvements provided for one 
lock and dam at New Savannah Bluff, contraction works, closure of cutoffs, bank 
protection, removal of snags, overhanging trees, and wrecks, and the dredging of 
troublesome bars. The cost of completed work amounts to $2,752,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATION, SAVANNAH RIVER BELOW AUGUSTA 


None. 
Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in the 


construction of the authorized project is estimated at $57,000 broken down as 
follows: 


Lands and easements (164 acres)___._._--_---.---------- eee $7, 000 
Municipal dock (complete) acehenlsanetane wagon he . 50, 000 


Local interests also incurred costs of about $63,000 in complying with the re- 
quirements of local cooperation for previous work accomplished on the project. 
In addition, a major oil company has invested an estimated $750,000 in terminal 
facilities for handling barge movements of petroleum products. Another oil 
company has indicated that they consider a $100,000 investment in terminal 
facilities at Augusta warranted when the 9-foot project is operable. 
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Status of lecal cooperation.—The city of Augusta, Ga., and the Georgia Ports 
Authority, in August 1957 adopted resolutions to act jointly as local sponsors of 
the project and to fulfill the requirements of local cooperation. Spoil areas and 
rights-of-way will be made available as required. 

The city of Augusta completed and formally opened a municipal dock facility 
on January 25, 1956. This public wharf has an estimated value of $50,000. 
The State general assembly at its 1957 session, authorized an expenditure of 
$500,000 over the next 2 years for construction of barge terminals at Augusta, 
contingent upon development of the 9-foot project. The city of Augusta now 
owns all lands required for the State port on the river side of the levee and are 
negotiating for the lands required on the land side. The State of Georgia plans 
to initiate detailed planning for the State docks early in 1958 with the idea of 
completing the docks by the time the 9-foot channel is completed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates ——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$3,560,000 is a reduction of $670,000 from the latest estimate ($4,230,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The reduction is based primarily on consideration of the 
favorable effect on project design of releases from Hartwell Reservoir during low 
flow periods. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
































Feature |Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 | 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
()) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
om 1 5daicin diana sabaaiibgie init occa aa : 
CIID cistncienteiencinenabenneboaeaie $3, 102, 400 0 | $180,000 | $620,000 | $2,302, 406 
Engineering and de sign. 4 194, 000 | $49, 600 45, 000 30, 000 | 69, 400 
Supervision and administration ___- ‘ 263, 600 | 2, 600 25, 000 50, 000 186, 000 
Total applied cost ~ deral funds 
only) _- 3 3, 560, 000 52, 200 250, 000 700, 000 2, 557, 800 
Undistributed cost __...........--.-- None None None | None None 
Total project cost (Federal funds | 
only) snddagieaae 3, 560, 000 52, 200 250, 000 700, 000 2, 557, 800 
Pending adjustme Bats ek ail None None None None None 
Total cost (Federal! funds only) -_- 3, 560, 000 52, 200 250, 000 700, 000 2, 557, 800 
Undelivered orders. , ate Saad | 432, $00 — 482, 800 
Total obligations. __......__- sod . 52, 200 | 250, 000 A 132, 300 | 


METHOD OF FINANCING 

















Apptepriettet. ... 2... 0s. ccescies i sant 60, 000 675, 000 | __- ee 
Unobligated carryover from prior year. a awousinn 7, 800 | 432, 800 ee 


Total funds available for obligation __| nanaill 60, 000 | 682, 800 | _. | aul 
Appropriations required.  eekbécbaat i Susi alii ai wosns] 700, 000.| 2, 125, 000 





SLOWDOWN 


Mr. Cannon. On this project was there any reason, other than the 
general slowdown ordered by the administration, that this project 
was not started January 1? Why should we not have started this 
project the first of the year? 

General ALsrecut. The fiscal limitations were the factors which 
caused us not to start the project, sir. They delayed us 6 months. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the current status of it? 

General ALBrecHT. The current status is that it will be opened for 
bids April 29. 

COST DECREASE 


Mr. Cannon. Can you give us a little more detail than we find in 
the justifications, General, in regard to the decrease in the cost esti- 
mate from $4,230,000 to $3,560,000? Tell us just how that was done, 
and why. 


25230—58—pt. 2——-15 
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General AtBrecHT. The decrease in the cost estimate was due to 
the fact that this was the first year we had really been able to evaluate 
the regulated flow that we would get from the Hartwell Dam. That 
caused the decrease in the cost estimate for this project. It meant we 
would have less preparation of the original channel and then less 
maintenance. 

Mr. Cannon. The purpose of this expenditure is improvement of 
navigation. 

General ALBrecnr. Yes, sil 

Mr. Cannon. Meking this aree of the river navigeble in order to 
accommodate edded commerce. <A year ago, according to our best 
information, there wes only one barge company operating on this 
entire stretch. Is that still true? 

Generel ALBeEecnr. Yes, sir; there is only one barge company. 

Mr. Cannon. Are we spending money here on commerce which 
will never develop? 

Generel ALBvrcnr. Sir, this is based upon the prospective com- 
merce which will develop when the project has been built. When a 
better chennel hes been established, 577,000 tons are expected. 

Off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. Beck on the record. 

Are you establishing this with the certainty it will accommodate a 
definite need, or are you doing it in the hope that at some future time 
there may be a use for this? 

General ALBRECHT. Sir, this is based on the best estimate, and a 
conservative estimate, that we can make of this traffic. We think the 
traffic will amount to 500,000 or 600,000 tons—the estimate is 577.000 
tons—by the time the project is completed, and that there is an 
ultimate figure of over 900,000 tons which can be expected. 

They have only about a 6-foot channel there now. We have 
70,000 tons on the river. The amount which would justify this 
project would be obtained with a dependable 9-foot channel, which 
means that all those barges can be loaded to their full load instead of 
a load which will get them over this very shallow and undependable 
channel which we have. 

I do not think it unreasonable to expect that you would get that, 
particularly since it would connect with the Intracoastal W aterway. 
Georgia and the other States in the South are developing quite 
rapidly, industrializing. The benefits are there, and I really believe 
they will be realized. 

Mr. Cannon. We hed General Hoeffer before us last year and 
Mr. Rebaut asked him, ‘There is only one barge line operating in this 
channel now. Is this expenditure just for the benefit of this one 
line?’”’? General Hoeffer said, ‘“‘No, sir; it is for the benefit of general 
navigation.” This is the testimony of the Department. ‘There is 
only one barge line oper: ating at the present time because, with the 
conditions existing, it can handle the traffic without additional lines 
being put ito use.”’ 

You do not need any more barges. You have one on the river, and 
that is all thet is ne cd ‘d. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, I have been listening to this colloquy. 
There is onlv one resolution that I can come to, and that is that this 
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expected increase in traffic on the waterways will be effected, if it is 
effected, at the exvense of other means of transvortation. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course. 

Mr. Jensen. Here we are being asked to appropriate a lot of 
money, part of which has been paid in to our Federal Treasury, from 
which we appropriate, by owners of other means of transportation, 
giving them competition with whieh they cannot live, competition 
which pays no tax, which is not licensed or anything else worthy of the 
name. It does not make sense in my book. 

Mr. Cannon. Take again the classic example given you, one of the 
great rivers of the continent, the Missouri River from St. Louis to 
Kansas Citv. There is e railroad running along the nerth benk and 
one running along the south bank—the M. K. and T. and the Southern 
Pacific. The railroads are now fighting for their lives. We are being 
appealed to on every hand to save the railroads. 

How are you going to save the railroads if you take the freight 
away from them and put it on a barge in the river? 

Mr. Jensen. Right. 

General ALBRrecHT. 1 would say that as the couitry increases in 
population and in manufacturing products, we shall need more trans- 
portation rather than less. We shall also need to produce things at 
the most reasonable cost, which means that we must save as much as 
we can in transportation. This is one of the means of doing that. 

Over and above that, I think in the last year of record, 1956, more 
traffic was carried by barges, as General Itschner said in his opening 
statement, than has ever been carried before. 

Mr. Jensen. General, the railroads contend they can haul 25 per- 
cent more than they are doing right now with the same equipment. 
When we hurt the railroads we are hurting labor no end, because 
around 72 percent of the income of the railroads today goes to labor. 
We do not want to forget that. 

On barge lines, labor is negligible. The number of men it takes to 
run a barge is negligible compared to the number of men required to 
carry the same tonnage by rail. That is something else to think 
about. We have a lot of men out of work today. Here we are being 
asked to spend money to make it possible to throw more men out of 
work. It does not square with good business or good economy. 

Mr. Cannon. Your schedule shows that $432,800, about two-thirds 
of the funds available for 1958, will be unobligated at the end of the 
year. Would you say that that is still a good estimate, that you 
still adhere to that figure? 

General ALBrecut. No, sir. The information that you received 
was furnished before the effect of the expenditure limitation being 
lifted was known or had been calculated. What we would now ex- 
pect to have unobligated on this project is zero, 


~ 


CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA 


Mr. Cannon. Passing on to ‘Central and Southern Florida,” we 
will insert here pages 3la through 42. 
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(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA 

















(Continuing) 
Budget estimate__-__- bide Stadt aoe 2653 58 ono ...... $5, 000, 000 
CIN ice es i cece picks aude edisagh 7, 500, 000 
Increase in budget estimate__._________- Se cecal ee ee 2, 500, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
ssa va oe ee oct enieenenemtstaenne immense 
1959 budget Revised | Increase 
estimate | 
edie cscs ettipraninapnsmaniesncsigpyieteasiasiatsinsciiianiti wine |———— ling si 
Kissimmee River Basin and related areas: 
Initiate: 
C-40 and C-39A.___- sinediaschighgbestetetiidlindhens .| $127, 500 $306, 000 | $178, 500 
8-72 and S-75..- : bs id Scaradewdtincel 63, 750 127, 500 | 63, 750 
Ot wate teins 7 éuce Geistaesoigeeaneniiniiitadaivadtgia cata qnetiniiteal 425, 000 425, 900 
8-70, 71, and 82__ daily sed ipelsnaciglpellavabid lata tet sain anata 238, 000 238, 000 
East coast- Ev erglades area: | 
Initiate: 
ae ee ae 2 swidetnobhahewth wee! 272, 000 | 306, 000 34, 000 
aa scrcpaiticnced dient ieinieiditnghypocnséien|wensges seas 147, 000 | 147, 000 
Is dreepeneencen sits ‘ eee sweiedenos siaaenens 51, 000 | 51, 000 
eg a le beeen poqundnandunedeee ‘ haedinis ots 170, 000 170, 000 
L-39, L-40 rem., and L-7 rem...__..-.--.....--.---...] sicucaceil 365, 500 | 365, 500 
8-10. -.- Si etait en odie = | Soeraare ites 255, 000 255, 000 
Initiate and complete | 
B- 100 (C-8)-. babes pikdnc eacirertrhin a sengenase . 51, 000 DGGE Towcacatanaeous 
Sn... chisiarddambunncek wad diastase antinetiiannpaeomeam 74, 000 74, 000 
Continue: C-7 schedule A---.- (itinbeatnehseemee 569, 500 321, 000 (—)248, 500 
Continue and complete: S-28 OOPS... 02 decucanats | 0 140, 400 140, 400 
Lake Okeechobee-Everglades area: 
Initiate: 
8-8 structure --.-- pb pdattincihbkqaananmqenanigtieons 0 170, 000 170, 000 
8-8 machinery -. ---- = Jon ; = 221, 000 0 (—)221, 000 
Continue: S-8 machinery -- : sitsndcheeadnidaes 0 432, 500 432, 500 
Centinas @ and one te: 
L-23.. Rien ; neat one ; 824, 500 | 654, 500 | (—)170, 000 
Be Lek he Cuaancens . cota | 391, 000 | 136,000 | —(—)255, 000 
8-7 structure-_-._-- mamadiem — 637, 500 | 637, 500 0 
Upper St. Johns River Basin and related areas: a 
Initiate: C-24, C-23A, and S-49__- pA neptien dan miming | 190, 000 190, 000 
Initiate and complete: B-60 on C-24__.........---.---- 9 81, 600 81, 600 
Subtotal.........-..---- eandusegaejannme castes tn! 3, 157, 750 5, 279, 500 2, 121, 750 
All areas: 
Engineering and design, total _ | 855, 000 | 950, 000 95, 000 
Supervision and administration on: 
Engineering. -_-...-- 3 oni nl ee 45, 000 | 50, 000 5, 000 
Contracts__. — 192, 250 | 470, 500 | 278, 250 
Repayment of funds advanced by local interests -.-..-.-.| 750, 000 i 750, 000 | 0 
Total Federal funds, all areas. cusses sa __| 5, 000, 000 | 7, 500, 000 | 2, 500, 000 





Revised completion schedule 
Entire project: ; 
1959 budget_____._--------------- iene eee ieee a Not scheduled. 
vised entitle... =. <<. <i n c wine ssicnccadcecercsen Do. 











| 
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Completion schedule 1959 budget 


East Coast- |Lake Okeechobee-| Kissimmee River | Upper St. Johns 
Everglades area | Everglades area | Basin and related} River Basin and 













areas related areas 
I on eetininin Siepuniciain Not scheduled...| Not scheduled_..| June 1962.._....- Tune 1964. 
Channels and canals... -_..-...-|----- Giinatcadateainnann d Not scheduled ..}| Not scheduled. 
ical ie tis epiidnwemntinas tus Om Mbichiinsarend : Do. 
Pumping plants Fa i air ects Bk tinea aabeackaes 
Floodway control and diver- Not scheduled Not scheduled_..| Not scheduled. 
sion straits. 
COMPLETION SCHEDULE REVISED ESTIMATE 
MS cL Not scheduled _- | Not scheduled...| June 1961_______- Not scheduled. 
Channels and canals___ sah absconiacton ws hace Gea Not scheduled __. Do. 
Levees... -- : a ee ee soe Pe 2 ES: a AS Re Do. 
Pumping plants ap tbl vs ch das coon ated es ea eccaad Berea Neds. esa icboteineies Rae care ben sean 
Floodway control and diver- | Not scheduled_- ---d0. eee eae Not scheduled...}| Not scheduled. 


sion straits. 





Location.—Central and Southern Florida in upper St. Johns River and Kissim- 
mee River Basins and Lake Okeechobee-Everglades-east coast areas. 

Authorization.—1948 and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost ._......-..-- tile tedeneees se vibahibbckaitius 4neadid PORE OURO: Lc ccnnncdddsncn 
Estimated non-Federal cost -........... eitilhiin aninsdtnigginciasniemiimanncapnemtid iia a cnin digabdiitiadilledst 
I PIIIIINE ct acces wes ncehin se cesesiarsincezda ei'eamy ahteiataien dedovdiay hatin steamers Se RE bncncsacnoneceaee 
SE So ketene ta cn chunsdeedndsnt Vabiahad shyek bbbaeaghnaheameene i CED le wlwcdindduunatinin 
Total estimated project CON icc inticnadtacineccubnchumenabaaaie , es 
Appropriation to June 30, 1957... ............--.-.----- safle siantiiapaviiaciin aati Ce Ban idcndsnmiinet 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_.........--. sce til apahah a sarsiceie adits ry 0 | See 
PIED OD GIG oon dine ncopnadsnsoddccaasbus niherithainanntinnn aeonenee 42, 934, 000 18 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_-_.- oa-aicanialigtobaeigleusilamaciabeaae 5, 000, 000 2 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959... ...-...-..-....--.--.-.---.---- po ee eeeeerren 


1 Based on an interim division of cost of contracts and supervision and administration, 85 percent Federal, 
5 ret o— _ pending congressional action on a restudy undertaken in accordance with the 1954 
ontrol Act 


Physical Data 





Lake Okee- 
East coast- chobee- Kissimmee Upper 
Everglades | Everglades | River Basin St. Johns 
area area River Basin 
Levee 
Total length (miles)_.....-- we 240 377 2 115 
Minimum to maximum height feet. S asette 2-16 2-25 2-7 2-21 
Relocations Railroad — ae. - og 25 10 2 3 
RN ii cacti a inoekeminanniecnlinGel i48 7 i91 75 
es plants: wa 
Number of structures_. iS is 2 Th htc haebabca i eiiaeik ea aia peso 
Total capacity (gallons per minute)......__- 1, 535, 000 TE TORS basen es. snc Diath nani d eae 


Floodway control and diversion structures 
Ga elecin ch cant ccnawicirnaicMiitinccmmaceia 44 6 36 9 














Status (Jan. 1, 1958)—-Completion schedule 


| | 
East coast-Ever- | Lake Okeechobee- | Kissimmee River Upper St. Johns 
glades area | Everglades area Basin and related River Basin and 
| areas related areas 
| | Dar. | 
Per- Per- Per- Per- | 
| cent Completion | cent | Completion | cent | Completion | cent | Completion 
| com- schedule com- schedule com- schedule | com- schedule 
pleted pleted pleted pleted 
Relocations---. ----. 25 | Not sched- 2} Not sched- 0 | June 1962... 0 | Tune 1964. 
| uled. uled. 
Channels and canals 28 do 0 MR saci cl 2} Not sched- 0} Not sched- 
| uled. | wuled. 
Levees_._. co. ss. .do 24 I cc ae ee 0 Do 
Pumping plants 100 | 57 .@0..... ‘ 
Floodway control 23 | Not ‘sched- 0 oie 0 | Not sched- 0 | Not sched- 
and diversion | wuled. uled. uled 


structures. | 
| 


Note.—Project: 17 percent completed 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project, embracing some 15,570 square miles in central and southern Flor- 
ida, wold afford a high degree of flood protection; it would provide for removal 
of excess waters in wet seasons, and for their control, storage, and use in main- 
taining water levels during dry periods. The project wold, incidentally, provide 
for preservation of fish and wildlife resources and would red ce the salinity 
intrvsion into land and water supplies of coastal areas. Flooding is recurrent 
and frequent. The most notable flooding of recent years occurred in 1947 when 
rains accompanying two hurricanes following an unusually wet season caused 
flood damages estimated at $59,692,700 in the project area. The pro‘ect works 
would have prevented about $49,972,000 of those damages. Estimated annual 
benefits currently total $48,927,800 for the total project. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $5 million, Federal funds, will be 
applied as follows: 


Kissimmee River Basin and related areas: 
Initiate: 
C-—40 and C-39A . See ss cs Sine $127, 500 
Ur gw aici aenieneaneomiin am a 63, 750 
East Coast-Everglades area: 
I men wt in ic sig ds wicaiutioe wasemcpastacn 272, 000 
Initiate and complete: B—100 (C-—8)___-.-.-.-_-.-.--------- 51, 000 
Gontinue: C—7 Schedule A - a = wn wi pede 569, 500 
Lake Okeechobee-Everglades area: 
Initiate: S—8 machinery 
Continue and complete: 
BI aires hw ck von nie sasanien wile A acini aaiea 5 cal sek ci ts ash 824, 500 
; 4 tits i Ss GAG Se lei sas sis 'wip sta 391, 000 
dese en: errant te iA ate ates pede astirie an eatery 637, 500 


be canine ease 221, 000 


S-7 structure_ 
Subtotal__- ; pW thom Soe -_ : 3, 157, 750 
All areas: 

“ngineering and design, total_-_-_-__- 
Supervision and administration on: 
Engineering___._____________-- 7 de sos ace puck 038 45, 000 

| sie et ae ine oe aan ee Ee 192, 250 
Repayment of funds advanced by local interests__-- -- sesacidow tists . 750, 000 


ig hea as ah ee agi Soi ee 855, 000 


Total Federal funds, all areas_______________________-___-. 5, 000, 000 





| 
| 
| 


n 


er ee ee — a) 


ee ee os 


— 


229 


Kissimmee River Basin and related areas : 

Start of C-40 and C-—39A with related structures S-72 and S—-75 at this time 
will be the first step in providing water control over a large area between Lake 
Istokpoga and Lake Okeechobee. With two other canals and related structures, 
sanals 40 and 39A will protect from existing flood hazards the agricultural devel- 
opments in the area and the Brighton Indian Reservation which is served by the 
extensive land-utilization program of the Indian Service. In addition to the 
immediate benefits to the area, the structures will permit the establishment of a 
realistic regulation schedule for Lake Istokpoga. 

Lake Okeechobee-Everglades area 

The funds will allow completion of two sections of levee (L—23 and L-24) 
along the Miami Canal and initiate » contract for pumping station machinery 
(S-8). The funds will also allow completion of a pumping station (S—7) on the 
Fort Lauderdale-Lake Okeechobee Canal. Completion of these items will 
provide a major element of protection to the agricultural area. 

East coast-Everglades area 

The funds will permit initiation of work on one canal (C-8) and continuation 
on another canal (C-7), which will assure early protection from flood damages 
in highly developed areas of Miami. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the total project, some of which is on an interim basis pending congressional 
action on restudy undertaken in compliance with the 1954 Flood Control Act, is 
currently estimated at $73,980,000, broken down as follows: 

Lands and damages : = = $22, 070, 000 


Relocations _-vaceuse | 22) 630, 000 
Contribution (eash) ae : 1 39, 045, 000 
Review of plans and specs ob CaS lo tees — 235, 0UO 

Total “3 rand cacti : : 73, 980, 000 


Computed on an interim basis for the portion authorized in 1954, whereby cost of contracts and super- 
vision and administration are divided 85 percent Federal and 15 percent non-Federal 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate a large part of the project 
upon completion, which includes all works in the east coast-Everglades area 
except the gated spillways, and all works in the Lake Okeechobee-Everglades 
area except the features directly controlling and/or protecting Lake Okeechobee. 
The annual cost to local interests for maintenance and operation of the total 
project is estimated at $1,991,800. 

In addition, local interests are preparing preliminary plans of secondary works 
for the project, which it is estimated will cost $80 million. The estimate of the 
annual maintenance of the secondary works is $500,000. 

Local interests also have an estimated $2 million program of emergency con- 
struction for prevention of damages, on which about $1 million have been spent. 

Stalus of local cooperation.—The Central and Southern Florida Flood Control 
District on August 1, 1949, and September 15, 1954, adopted resolutions assuring 
the United States that the requirements of local cooperation will be supplied for 
works authorized by the Flood Control Acts of 1948 and 1954, respectively. 

Local interests have to date satisfactorily met all local cooperation require- 
ments. Rights-of-way for all items of work requiring lands for fiseal year 1958 
have been acquired, except one on which acquisition is in progress. Local 
interests have assured that lands required for all items scheduled through fiscal 
year 1959 will be available by advertising dates. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$235,955,000 is an increase of $7,500,000 over the latest estimate ($228,455,000) 
submitted to Congress. $5,264,000 of the increase is based on higher price 
levels and $771,000 is based on design changes resulting from more detailed 
planning and on cost of work placed under contract or completed. The esti- 
mate of engineering and design was increased $700,000 and the estimate for 
supervision and administration, $765,000, based on a reanalysis of requirements, 
including retirement fund contributions. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 









































Total to Current Budget Balance to 
Feature Project cost June 30, fiscal year | fiscal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
East coast-E verglades area: 
Relocations, railroads (bridges) _- $1, 180, 000 $292, 000 $149, 000 $295, 000 $444, 000 
1948 authorization. __.______- (736,000)|  (292,000)}  (149,000)} (295, 000) (0) 
1954 authorization. -~_____._- (444, 000) (0) (0) (0) (444, 000) 
Channels and canals__.__-....___- 10, 156,000 | 2,100,700 | 1,677,300 863, 000 5, 515, 000 
1948 authorization --..__._.__-. (5, 956, 000)| (2, 100, 700) a, 677, 300) (863, 000) (1, 315, 000) 
1954 authorization. ...______- (4, 200, 000) (0) (0) (0) (4, 200, 000) 
Levees and flood walls__..._____- 41, 480,000 | 5, 985, 000 0 | 0 35, 495, 000 
1948 authorization.._._____- (18, 630, 000)| (5, 985, 000) (0) | (0)| (12, 645, 000) 
1954 authorization... ...______- (22, 850, 000) (0) (0) (0)| (22, 850, 000) 
Pumping plants____.......__.___- 1,721,000 | 1, 666, 500 54, 500 0 0 
1948 authorization _____- ..--| (1,721, 000)} (1, 666, 500) (54, 500) (0) (0) 
1954 authorization _- __- | (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
Floodway control and diversion | | 
0 0 ae 7, 452, 000 1, 386, 000 530, 000 292, 000 5, 244, 000 
1948 authorization. ....._.__- (5, 536, 000)| (1, 386, 000) (530, 000) (292, 000) (3, 328, 000) 
1954 authorization. ._._____- i (1, 916, 000) (0) (0) (0)| (1, 916, 000) 
Lake Okeechobee-Everglades area: 
Relocations, railroads (bridges) - _- 1, 097, 000 23, 000 0 0 1, 074, 000 
1948 authorization..........__- (163, 000) (23, 000) (0) (0) (140, 000) 
1954 authorization. ......._- ; (934, 000) (0) (0) (0) (934, 000) 
Channels and canals._.....__.___- 26, 789, 000 0 0 0 26, 789, 000 
1948 authorization. .......____ (5, 436, 000) (0) (0) (0) (5, 436, 000) 
1954 authorization..........__- (21, 353, 000) (0) (0) (0)} (21, 353, 000) 
Levees and flood walls.........__- 57, 296, 000 | 13,391, 700 1, 124, 300 1, 200, 000 41, 580, 000 
1948 authorization..........__- (45, 043, 000)} (9, 134, 000) (300, 000) (400, 000)| (35, 209, 000) 
1954 authorization. ........._. (12, 253, 000)| (4, 257, 700) (824, 300) (800, 000) (6, 371, 000) 
Pumping plants. ._.............- 15, 859, 000 , 324,700 | 1,459, 300 775, 000 5, 300, 000 
1948 authorization. ._..._.___-. (10, 069, 000) (8, 150, 500) (168, 500) (0) (1, 750, 000) 
1954 authorization. _........__- (5, 790, 000) (174, 200)| (1, 290, 800) (775, 000) (3, 550, 000) 
Floodway control and diversion 
RE a 4, 845, 000 0 0 0 4, 845, 000 
1948 authorization..._________- (690, 000) (0) (0) (0) (690, 000) 
1954 authorization.._.......__- (4, 155, 000) (0) (0) (0) (4, 155, 000) 
Kissimmee River Basin and related 
areas, 1954 authorization: 
Relocations, railroads (bridges) _- 691, 000 | 0 0 0 691. 000 
Channels and canals_____. 28, 461, 000 234, 300 205, 700 150, 000 27, 871, 000 
Floodway control and diversion 
FSS a ee 8, 516, 000 0 0 | 75, 000 8, 441, 000 
Upper St. Johns River Basin and re- 
ted areas, 1954 authorization: 
Relocations, railroads (bridges) -- 582, 000 0 0 0 582, 000 
Channels and ae 10, 160, 000 0 0 0 10, 160, 000 
Levees and flood walls_...._...___. 20, 470, 000 0 0 0 20, 470, 000 
Floodway control and diversion 
Nee ea eee 3, 945, 000 0 0 0 3, 945, 000 
ioe ania at ge (240, 700, 000) | (33, 403, 900) | (5, 200, 100)) (3, 650,000)} (198, 446, 000) 
Engineering and design (total project).| 13,600,000 | 6,987, 500 945, 000 855, 000 4, 812, 500 
Supervision and administration (on 
engineering) 1, 100, 000 756, 300 55, 000 45, 000 243, 700 
Supervision and administration (on | 
ee err 19, 600,000 | 2,648, 500 _ 455, 000 | 291, 200 16, 205, 300 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contribu- 
She dtc wnetbesdane 275, 000, 000 | 43, 796, 200 6, 655, 100 4, 841, 200 219, 707, 500 
eI no cs Bi mae ectnods None None sated cabbiahiin ded etuts 
Total project cost_.........._-- 275, 000, 000 | 43,796,200 | 6,655,100 | 4,841,200 | 219,707,500 
PRION big se. sa I tine a cusdadnd —1, 000 +1,000 |_.-..--- Lk. sogseth sales 
Total costs (Federal funds and 
non-Federal contributions)__..| 275,000,000 | 43, 795, 200 6, 656, 100 4, 841, 200 219, 707, 500 
Undelivered orders. __. eae Ri iat sles Lem eee 1, 162,000 |—1, 119, 000 976, 500 —1, 019, 500 
I nn os ests nwagadweucecs 44, 957, 200 5, 537, 100 5, 817, 700 218, 688, 000 
Federal funds: 
Total appiied costs___- 235, 955, 000 | 38,388,400 | 5,806,900 | 4,250,000 | 187, 509, 700 
Undistributed costs_- le novnoenenanin None | None |---------- Sa gaael 
Total project cost... _- } 235, 955, 000 38, 388, 400 5, 806, 900 4, 250, 000 -_ sat 700 
Pending adjustments___- cscenasacasddd —7, 000 +7,000 |......------|-- a 
. | 8 eat 
Total costs.__.._._._- | 235, 955, 000 | 38, 381, 400 5, 813, 900 4, 250, 000 187, 509, 700 
Undelivered orders_-._..-.....---- REST 987,900 | —951, 400 830, 000 866, 500 
} -—— Rae oe 
"Cees Ghiiatiens.... .. ....0n0cnes Joo oncnnncsae 39, 369, 300 4, 862, 500 | 186, 643, 700 
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Summary constructicn program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959—Continued 


Total to Current | Budget Balance to 


Feature Project cost | June 30, fiscal year | fiscal year | complete 
estimate 1957 1958 | 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 

(1) (2) @ “ie wo bic @a 4 (6) 


| 
Non-Federal funds: 


Total applied cost __- re ; $39, 045, 000 | $5, 407, 800 $848, 200 $591,200 | $32, 197, 800 














Undistributed costs. None None 

|__| af eekeaia sicpnensinte lh tiicichatchligcicititen 
Total project cost..___- : ..| 39,045,000 5, 407, 800 848, 200 | 591, 200 32, 197, 800 

Pending adjustments _- | : +-6, 000 —6, 000 | acs a 
Total costs... sone 39, 045, 000 5, 413, 800 842, 200 591, 200 32, 197, 800 
Undelivered orders__- -- ; . | 174, 100 — 167, 600 | 146, 500 — 153, 000 
j— ~- — |——_______ — | —$ —__$____ | —___ — — 
Total obligations. . | | 5,587, 900 674, 600 | 737,700 | 32,044, 800 





METHOD OF FINANCING | } | 
| } | 
Federal funds___-___- : g, 5 a? em 
Appropriations _- ra i 38, 074,000 | 5, 260, 000 | 
Permanent transfer since July 1, | | | 








| 
.. 
| 


1956... aba <xabiced a | ee so 
Advanced by local interests !_ | _| 2,127,800 | aaah —750,000 | —1,377,800 
Unobligated carryover from prior | } | 

Ns ctu nisi deca cordtnnadebens | . 7 Gated etebeeied 432, 500 | 830, 000 
Total funds available for obliga- 
tion__. : z | 39,801,800 | 5, 692, 500 | ea hee ‘ 
Appropriation required |------+ | 5,000,000 | 188, 021, 000 
Non-Federal funds_._- | (39, 045, 000) t. 
Se ee eee es 
Contributions! ....| 5,703,400 | 559, 100 |_- 
Unobligated carryover from prior | | 
year... “ik dceatbe baie; ('F a one 115, 500 : 





Total funds available for obliga- | 
tion... on einsipa thuetahiesa ‘ eatacsinatia 674, 600 uiciegiliasenavantiaied 
Contribution required ! Beas a Jide teed 537,700 | 32,044, 800 


1 A balance of $2,127,800 is now reported as advanced by local interests toward Federal construction costs 
as a part of the required cash contribution. When repaid, these funds will be credited toward meeting the 
cash contribution requirement. 


DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. This is the largest project in the eastern part of the 
Nation, and has so many separate and independent parts it would be 
well, General, if you could use the map in the justifications to describe 
this project and tell us its current status and your plans for 1959. 

General ALBREcHT. The map appears on the page opposite page 
31a, just before page 31a. 

Very generally, the main features of the project are, first of all 
Lake Okeechobee, which has levees around it and is controlled by 
two outlets at the present time, the St. Lucie Canal to the east of the 
lake and the Caloosahatchee River to the west, coming down below 
the lake on this map. 

Then there are areas protected by levees in which the water is 
controlled, that is, as far as flood waters, in the areas that are outlined 
by the two lines of black dots extending all the way from the east of 
the lake (the top of the lake) extending diagonally to the top right 
and then coming across to the right and then down with the two 
dotted lines, then coming across below the word ‘‘Clewiston’’ and 
down to that little lake below canal 43 which is shown there above 
the Ortona lock. A lot of that area encircled is good developed 
agricultural land now, and it can all be developed to be very good 
agricultural land. 
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Mr. Cannon. Are the banks of this lake stabilized? Is the eleva- 
tion of the lake constant, or does it rise and fall? 

General AtBrecur. It rises and falls. 

Mr. Cannon. Does that mean a considerable extension at times, 
and contraction at other times, leaving areas sometimes under water 
and sometines out of water? 

General ALBrecut. There is not so much of that in the lake, sir 
There is some, but in general it is mostly all lake surface. 

Mr. Cannon. Have the boundaries or the banks of this lake been 
built up to any extent by summer homes and lake resorts? 

General Atsrecut. There is very little of that. I would say there 
is relatively little on the lake. There may be some of that, but quite 
a lot of the lake is not protected at the present time by levees. It 
probably will be later. 

Mr. Cannon. What would you say would be the total length of its 
shoreline? 

(The information requested follows :) 

Total length of shoreline around Lake Okeechobee is about 100 miles. 

Mr. Cannon. What area is covered by the lake, either in acreage 
or square miles? 

General ALBRECHT. 720 square miles. 

Mr. Cannon. You may proceed. 

General ALtBrecut. Then to the right top there are conservation 
areas, so-called. You see one of them diagonally up to the right of 
the lake, near the top of the map, below the symbol “L-40.” These 
are areas enclosed in the main by black dots. 

Then there is another conservation area going over to the right of 
that area. Then there is another conservation area, a very large one, 
which is almost due right of the lake but a little bit higher than the 
lake. That is enclosed by mainly black dots, and then a blue line 
coming down, and then brown dots and a brown line at the bottom. 
That is another of these large conservation areas, in this case 
conservation area No. 3. 

These areas function as holding areas for water or in some areas 
water may be pumped into them. 

Mr. Cannon. As I understand it, this is largely swampland. 

General Atprecnt. At the present time, all these conservation 
areas are swamplands. 

Mr. Cannon. Your idea is to pump the water from the swamps, 
to drain the swamps by pumping the water into these areas, and then 
again to pump it out for irrigation purposes. 

General Ausrecnt. It is for a lot of purposes, sir. First of all, 
pumping it out of these areas which are used for agricultural purposes. 

Mr. Cannon. At first blush it appears to me to be rather imprac- 
tical, to drain these swamps. The Osceola Tribe of Indians lived 
there in inaccessible swamps, and Andrew Jackson could not capture 
them or drive them out. Do you consider any attempt to reclaim 
that land by such methods as practical? 

General Atprecut. A great deal of it is being used now, for agri- 
culture. It is very rich land. Aside from that, ‘I did not quite finish 
my general description. Another function of these conservation areas 
is to hold floeds from the whole rich area of Fort Lauderdale, Miami, 
Palm Beach, and the like, and to keep the excess water that they get 
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in Florida from draining down and covering those whole areas. So 
you have another flood- control and water-control problem there. 


DISTRIBUTION OF BENEFITS 


Mr. Cannon. On that, let me ask you, at one time you calculated 
about 32 percent of the benefits were flood control and about 68 
percent were in increased land use. Do you still adhere to those 
percentages? 

General ALBrecur. That was the basis that was used in the cost- 
sharing report which we submitted to Congress some time ago; ves, 
sir. 

LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Cannon. As to local contribution, the amount of local con- 
tribution compared with the benefits of increased land use seems to be 
a matter of controversy. For the record, and in order to give the 
committee the benefit of the most recent opinion, will you let us have 
the history of the requirements for local cooperation, including the 
revision now pending. On what basis do you deal with local sponsors? 

General ALBrecHT. The original requirement for a cash contribu- 
tion for construction was 15 percent. That was for the first authoriza- 
tion. The local people also had to pay all the cost of land, the cost of 
all relocations except railroad relocations and the cost of operation 
and maintenance of the project, except for the Federal parts of the 
project. 

In the cost-sharing report which was submitted and sent to the 
Public Works Committee of the Congress by the Secretary of the 
Army on May 6, 1957, it was recommended that for the portion of 
the project authorized in 1954, the cash contribution be increased to 
20 percent rather than 15 percent toward the construction of items in 
the project, and that other aspects of local cooperation remain the 
same, and that the $29,152,000 monetary limitation regarding the 
cash contribution be removed. 

Mr. Cannon. What cooperation do you expect from local sponsors? 

General ALBrecut. We have had the very finest cooperation from 
the local sponsors, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Are these people who live there and have lived for 
some time, or are they land speculators who seek to use Government 
aid as a means of promoting land values? 

Genera! ALBrEecHT. The people in the area have been in this project 
for a long, long time. It has been a pioneering effort. Individuals 
in the State and the State itself have spent millions to bring this area 
to its present. high state of development in some parts of it. Prior to 
the adoption of this project, the State spent $18 million to provide 
drainage facilities in the Everglades area. 

In addition to that, the subdrainage districts spent $11 million in 
secondary work. Exclusive of these amounts, private landowners 
have expended many millions of dollars in additional secondary and 
on-farm work in this area. 


HURRICANE HAZARD 


Mr. Cannon. None of these improvements which you propose to 
establish here would be subject to damage by weather or hurricane 
depredations? 
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General ALBrecut. The project as engineered takes into account 
the problems of hurricanes and is engineered to prevent damage from 
hurricanes. 

Mr. Cannon. I was down there on the west coast some years ago 
and saw some extensive improvements in the way of levees, terracing, 
drainage, and so forth. The next time I went down, a hurricane had 
largely destroyed the whole area. 

General AtBrecut. In what year was that, sir? 

Mr. Cannon. About 1940. 

General AtBrecut. That is one of the problems as far as Lake 
Okeechobee is concerned. The levees as they are planned in the 
project will prevent hurricane damage which has occurred from the 
lake in the past. The project has already saved a great deal of money 
and damage since it has been in effect. 


USE OF FUNDS 


Mr. Cannon. Your justifications here show that you have $830,000 
unobligated at the end of the fiscal year, this coming June 30, 1958. 
Yet you have now revised the 1959 request to increase it to $2.5 
million, a very substantial increase. Can you be sure at this time 
that the project can be speeded up that rapidly? If we provide the 
money, could you really use it to advantage? 

General ALBRECHT. Sir, in response to the carryover which you 
mentioned, since the fiscal limitations are lifted we do not expect to 
have any carryover on this project. We expect to have all the funds 
obligated. 

Mr. Cannon. You could use the full amount to advantage? 

General ALBrecut. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there further questions? 

Mr. Kirwan. This is the first time that I have asked any questions 
today. 

Some years ago—lI think the first time you came up before the com- 
mittee on this project—I said at that time it was a reclamation as 
well as a flood-control project. Sometime ago I went to Arkansas 
to see the Ouachita River and then I drove from there on down to 
take a look at this, and I followed it all the way from Lake Okee- 
chobee down to Fort Lauderdale. 

General ALBRECHT. Yes. 


RECLAMATION FEATURES 


Mr. Kirwan. And I am still convinced it is one of the greatest 
reclamation projects on this earth. 

Now, Florida is the second cattle State in the Union. Texas is 
first, then comes Florida. It is a great sight to drive along there and 
see the cattle by the thousands, and on the other side to see the 
agriculture, three crops a year. It is the finest soil in the world. It 
has laid there in the swamps for thousands of years. Is that not 
reclamation? 

General AtBrecut. I would like to say first of all it has many 
other purposes. 

Mr. Kirwan. Oh, yes, but I want first of all to get your answer. 
Is it reclamation? 
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General ALBREcHT. I would say 

Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Boland and I recently went over the whole 
project again. They took delight in pointing out to us that 2 or 3 
years ago this was all swamp. Today it is growing 2 or 3 crops a year. 

When the area runs out of water they pump the water right back on. 
It is the finest reclamation project on the earth. There is none can 
equal it. Iam for it. I am for that all over America, but I am also 
for them paying their part. That is the point. 

‘Now, I favor this project but I believe they should pay their 
proper portion of the cost. Originally, the local contribution was 
inadequate but I believe the revised cost sharing plan submitted 
by the corps will rectify this. Is that correct? 

General ALBrecut. I believe this cost-sharing report we have and 
which hes been submitted to Congress is a proper basis. 

Mr. Kirwan. They are giving the land and you are going to dig 
the canels for them. Is that not correct? 

Genere| ALBrecut. As far as the land on which to do that is con- 
cerned, that is true. 

What I was referring to is the fact that the cost-sharing report 
does consider the enhancement and shows that the recommendation 
of the Chief of Engineers carries a proper contribution against all the 
different types of work that the Federal Government does in this 
project and that the State receives. It is fully in line with the policies 
of the Federal Government, with regard to reclamation projects, in- 
sofar as the reclamation costs are concerned. 

Mr. Bouanp. Are the flood-control benefits for this project 32 per- 
cent? 

General ALBrecHT. Yes, 32 percent. 

Mr. Bo.anp. So the land enhancement is actually 68 percent? 

General ALBREcHT. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. A while ago you talked about the millions spent be- 
fore the Federal Government ever interested itself in this area, That 
is really no argument for development because the millions being spent 
there were spent by people owning the land there and were for the 
purpose of reclaiming land. They were digging their own canals. 

General ALBrEcHT. I meant they were not land speculators in this 
area. They have been working on it. 

Mr. Bouanp. I think last year Colonel Penney made a case with 
reference to the comparison between some reclamation projects and 
this one here and indicated that the return on this project was just as 
great as in some reclamation projects which you detailed. 

Colonel Penney. That is correct. 

Mr. Botanp. You say in the justifications that most of the money 
here is going to be used to initiate construction on canal 8 and to con- 
tinue construction on canal 7, which is just out from Miami. What 
is the purpose of those canals? What do they do? I mean the two 
specific canals that you mention? 

General ALBrecut. They provide drainage outlets for that area 
from which they feed. That is the major purpose of them. They 
remove floodwaters from that area. There is a great deal of water 
in this area. 

Mr. Bo.anp. I will say there is a great deal of water in it. 

If those two canals remove water from that area, the canals only 
connect to the ocean. There is no connection between canal 7 and 
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canal 8 with the drainage from Lake Okeechobee, is there? You 
have canals running all the way out from Lake Okeechobee, and from 
your conservation area, right out to the ocean, and into the Ever- 
glades National Park. How do these particular canals benefit that 
area? 

General ALBRecuHT. They tie into the area that is subject to flood. 
They go into that area a certain distance. The exact amount they 
go into it depends upon the engineering studies of that project. 

Mr. Botanp. How about the land in there? What is that land 
used for now around canals 8 and 7? I did not see that when I was down 
there. I spent most of my time on Lake Okeechobee. I think it is 
a great project. What type of land surrounds canals 8 and 7? 

General ALBRECHT. Generally that area is urban land. 

Mr. Boutanp. This is very expensive land here; is it not? 

General ALBRECHT. Yes. 

Mr. Bouanp. This is probably as expensive per acre as any land 
in the entire project. Would that be a fair statement? 

General ALBREcnHT. | think that is true. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Boutanp. The local contribution is made through the Central- 
Southern Florida Flood Control District. Is that where you get the 
local contribution? 

General ALBRECHT. Yes. 

Mr. Boxanp. It does not come directly from the landowner at all. 
Are not all the people in Florida taxed a certain percentage by the 
State Government to run the commission? 

Colonel Penney. It is the Central-Southern Florida Flood Control 
District. 

Mr. Botanp. Is that how it gets its money for the development of 
this area? 

General Atprecut. Yes; insofar as its work is concerned. They 
levy ad valorem taxes over an area of 15,000 square miles in 17 
counties based upon the collection of 1 mill annual tax based upon 
the value of all real property. 

Mr. Botanp. Based upon the value of all real property in just the 
area affected, not all of the State itself; is that true? 

Genera) ALtBrecut. That is true. 

Mr. Epen. Actually, the cash contribution is made from State 
funds which are levied on the entire State. Maintenance and opera- 
tion moneys are levied as an ad valorem tax over the 17 counties 
within the flood-control district. 

Mr. Botanp. Who owns the land in conservation areas 1, 2, and 3, 
the land itself? 

General Atprecut. That land is the property of the State or the 
State has obtained flood easements because it is used for that purpose. 

Mr. Botanp. Then it will always be used for the purpose of either 
taking the water off of Lake Okeechobee or putting it in there, or 
taking the water from the farm area around there? 

General ALBREcHT. Yes. 

Mr. Epen. It has supplemental uses for fish and wildlife. 

Mr. Bouanp. So that there is not any question about draining 
water completely out of these three conservation areas and making 
them into an agricultural area? You could not do that because these 
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conservation areas are essential to the feasibility of the plan and the 
success of the plan itself? 
General Atprecnt. Yes. 


FLOOD EXPERIENCE 


Mr. Bouanpb. Some of these canals down here enhanced tremen- 
dously the value of the land in this area. What has been your experi- 
ence with floods? 

Colonel Penney. The floods in that area, and south of the lake, 
were very disastrous and were the motivating factor for this project. 
As a matter of fact, you can see from the hatched line the flood reeord 
in 1947 and the first part of the project that was built. The horizontal 
black line south of the highly urban area was built first. That is a 
levee over a hundred miles long. That keeps the water from the 
Everglades in high flood time from overflowing into the highly built-up 
areas. The water that comes east of that levee is taken off by the 
short canals in this built-up area that you mentioned, such as canals 
7 and 8. 

Mr. Botanpb. The big problem is the water which falls in the area 
that Lake Okeechobee drains. What is the damage from the water 
in the hatched line that parailels the ocean out to the ocean itself 
which would be the extent of the canals 8 and 7? 

Colonel PenNrey. Out there that is a little high there. These 
canals would drain off this heavy floodwater that occurs a little 
farther inland. This land, as you notice, is so flat that when you 
vet very heavy rains, such as happened this year, or accompanied 
by hurricanes, the water, without that levee, could flow as a sheet, 
flow «ver the built-up urban area to the east, and that is one thing 
the p, oject is designed to protect against. 


SEEPAGE PROBLEM 


Mr. Botanpb. Do you have a problem now with one of the dikes in 
the Miami area where there is seepage? 

Colonel Penney. That, sir, has been a question. That is that 
horizontal black line, L-30, the eastern boundary of conservation 
area 3, but [am told that at this recent time that held water quite well. 

Mr. Epen. Yes. There have been up to 3 feet of water held. 

Mr. Botanp. Are there any plans in the making by the Corps of 
Engineers, or the Central and Southern Florida Flood Control Com- 
mission, or whatever agency it is, for the expenditure of some $28 
million to improve that levee? Have they talked about improving 
that particular levee because of the porous rock upon which it rests? 

General Atsprecut. There have been studies made to determine 
whether it is practical to reduce seepage under that levee, but no 
conclusive plan has been developed. 

Mr. Botanp. And no particular amount recommended? 

General ALBercut. I do not remember any $28 million. 

Colonel Penney. No part of the project is set up for that. 


RECLAMATION FEATURES 


Mr. Bouanp. This is a highly controversial problem. It has gotten 
a pretty good going over, not only by the Congress but by the press. 
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This is the kind of a project that you have to justify thoroughly. It 
is the kind of project that the members in their own minds have to 
justify because when they talk about the land enhancement in this 
area, some of the land that was bought down there was bought for 
$75 an acre and after the levees were put in and the pumping condi- 
tions were put in they got $300 an acre for it. That is pretty big 
money. So, as I say, [ have no objection to the project. I think it is 
absolutely essential if you are not going to destroy the whole east 
coast of Florida from the sheets of water that rise in Lake Okeechobee 
and sweep across to the east coast. I think it is a project that requires 
some explanation and some justification. 

Mr. JeNnsEN. There is no question but what this project is primarily 
areclamation project. I think it is pretty well agreed to by everybody 
concerned, but due to the fact it does not lie in the 17 western reclama- 
tion States, the reclamation laws were not applicable to this project, 
hence the Army engineers have taken over the improvement of this 
area. 

LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Now, I did not quite understand what your answer was, General, to 
the chairman’s question when he referred to Federal costs and the 
investment required of the local interests in the construction of this 
project, some of which is on an interim basis pending congressional 
action. I do not believe that you quite explained. 

General Atsrecut. I did not mention that. 

Mr. Jensen. You did not explain that phrase, “interim basis 
pending congressional action’ ’. 

Now, I know that the law which established this project has been 
amended making it obligatory for a local interest to pay a greater 
percentage of the cost of this project that the original bill provided. 

General AtBrecu?. Yes. The portion of the project you are 
talking about is the so-called second authorization. Congress 
specified in approving the 1954 authorization that the division of 
costs would be reanalyzed for works in that authorization based on 
prevailing Federal policy. Congress has authorized the 1948 plan of 
cost sharing, that is, the 15 percent to be used on an interim basis, 
subject to later adjustments when the change is made to a different 
percentage of cost. 

Mr. JENSEN. Last year in the hearings Congressmen Rabaut made 
this statement: 

As you well know, the committee has been critical of this project because of the 
high percentage of land-reclamation benefits and the low percentage of local 
contributions. What are the corps’ recommendations as a result of the restudy 
required by the 1954 Flood Control Act? 

General Hoerrer. Recommendations are that the cash contribution for the 
second phase of the project be increased from 15 to 20 percent. The original 
authorization was a 15 percent cash contribution. 

In addition to that there was a limitation on how much the local interests were 
required to contribute and the corps has recommended that that be discontinued 
and that there be no cash limitation or ceiling placed on the total contribution by 
local interests to the project. 

In addition, they must furnish the rights-of-way and easements. 

Mr. Rapavut. You have some figures here that are hard to reconcile. You have 
32 percent of this improvement for flood control and 68 percent for land enhance- 
ment. 

When it comes to the contribution it is 20 percent. 
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Colonel Penney. That is based on this: The local interests will have to pay, 
according to or recommendation and according to the existing authorization, all 
the costs of lands which are substantial, the cost of operation and maintenance of 
the rroject 

Mr. Rasaut. You mean cost of land used in the project? 

Colonel PENNEY. Yes, sir. 

Incl’ ding cost of lands and the relocations they will have to pay approximately 
31 percent of the project. 

Mr. Rasaut. Including what? 

Colorel Penney. Lands and relocations they have to make, such as bridges. 
Their share would be 31 percent. 

Mr. Razavut. But the land enhancement is 68 percent. 

Colonel PENNEY. That is right. We based it roughly on a comparison of 
what is heing done in other flood-control projects but vsing Budget Cirevlar A—47 
as a guide which provides that for enhancement benefits the Federal Government 
has a general interest. According to A-47 as a guide it is 50 percent of the 
enhancement, sir. 





Now, what is the present status of this project as to the percent of 
the preject that is being peid for by the lecal interests and the percent 
that the Federal Government is required to pay under law? 

General ALBrecut. It is the seme as it was last year, pending any 
action to change it. The cost-sharing report was sent to the Public 
Works Committee by the Secretary of the Army on May 6, 1957, 
which was about the same time as the last hearing. No congressional 
action has been taken. 

Mr. JENSEN. I knew that. Unless these local interests are willing 
to pay a substantial sum to complete such projects as this, this 
committee and the Congress have no other course than to tighten the 
purse strings. So, unless the law is changed to require local interests 
to pay a greater share for the completion of such projects the only 
course Congress might take is to slow up the project by a reduction 
in funds to encourage more participation. In the 17 western 
reclamation States the beneficiaries of a project pay 85 percent, 
generally speaking, of the cost of the project over a period of years. 

General ALBRecHT. I think, sir, that is a matter for Congress. 
In the meantime, however, until the cost-sharing method is changed 
the Federal Government is protected because of the fact that every- 
thing in the 1954 authorization will be adjusted to the new basis. 

Mr. Jensen. And the Army Engineers are not prone to make a 
request that this project be put on a basis similar to the projects 
which we appropriate for for the 17 western reclamation States. Do 
I understand that? 

General ALBRECHT. Our position is that we have made a recom- 
mendation. 

Mr. Jensen. And your recommendation was what? 

General ALBrecutr. The 20 percent. 

Mr. Jensen. Which is now the law? 

General ALBrecut. No, sir; 15 percent is the law. 

Mr. Jensen. The 20 percent is not the law? The 15 percent is 
the law? 

General ALprecut. The 15 percent cash contribution is the law 
right now; yes. 

Mr. JENSEN. So far as this project is concerned? 

General ALBrecut. Well, except there will be an adjustment when 
and if this cost-sharing plan is changed. The additional local share 
of the 1954 authorization. 

Mr. Kirwan. When did you meke the recommendation? 

25230—58—pt. 216 
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General ALBrecut. The recommendation was made May 6, 1957 

Mr. Kirwan. And no action has been taken? 

General AtBrecutT. No, sir. 

Mr. Krrwan. They will not care what the law is 4 years from now. 
The project will be completed. 

Colonel Penney. The law provides that whatever new basis of 
cost-sharing is bore by the Congress it will be retroactive to any 
works of the 1954 authorization undertaken in the meantime. 

Mr. Kirwan. If adopted. That is the point. Whom did you 
send that to? 

Colonel Penney. The Congress, the Public Works Committee. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am not blaming the Army Engineers, but it has 
been a long time since you made the recommendation and nothing 
has been done. I again tell you I am for the project. I do not know 
of any better project, but I am all for them paying a proper portion 
of the cost. 

Mr. Jensen. Without a doubt the reason why the Public Works 
Committee has taken no action on the recommendation of the Army 
Engineers on this 20 percent contribution by local interests is the fact 
that the members of the Public Works Committee feel that the 20 
percent is far too low. Many of the members on the Public Works 
Committee have reclamation projects in their i and they pay 85 
percent of the cost of the project, generally speaking, and without a 
doubt when the Army Engineers sent that recommendation up for 20 
percent they said, “Well now, we are not going to fall for this thing.” 

I certainly do not blame them. I am not criticizing the Army 
engineers. They are not in the reclamation business. This is quite 
out of their line of business. They are used to handling flood-control 
projects which are not reimbursable. Undoubtedly they felt they 
went pretty far in even asking for 20 percent contributions. 

But as Mr. Kirwan and other members of the committee have 
stated, the facts are that we have handed a lot of people in that great 
area of Florida a wonderful bonanza on a silver platter, the greatest 
bonanza this Congress has ever handed any area, to my knowledge, 
so far as reclamation projects are concerned. If this project were in 
one of the 17 western reclamation States it would have been a reclama- 
tion project and not an Army engineers project and the taxpayers of 
America would over a period of years receive about 85 percent of the 
cost of the project back into the Treasury. You can understand 
why this project is a difficult one for this committee to handle. We 
are not used to this kind of business. It is just too foreign to us when 
we are asked to appropriate all these millions for a project of this 
nature. And we are subject, and will be, as Mr. Boland explained, to 
criticism for such action. They take us apart on a deal of this kind 
where we give to the people on this project a bonanza compared to 
what we do for every other rec ‘lamation project in America. 

Mr. Cannon. Some of them bought land for a few dollars per acre 
and are now selling it at thousands of dollars an acre. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, could I make a statement. sir? 

Mr. Cannon. Colonel Penney. 

Colonel Penney. I would just like to speak a moment on two 
points in defense of this project and the cost-sharing recommendation 
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that the Chief of Engineers has made to the Congress through the 
Secretary of the Army. 

First with respect to the land enhancement. We do not deny 
that this is analogous to a reclamation project in part of its works; 
in fact, 68 percent of the benefits, as we have testified, are due to 
increased land use, or reclamation. But we feel that in our cost- 
sharing report we have taken proper consideration of that under the 
existing rules for this type of project, which considers that 50 percent 
of enhancement is the Federal interest. So that with the 20 percent 
recommendation of a cash contribution and the cost of the lands and 
relocations, the amount of the non-Federal share of the cost will be 
well above 30 percent. 

Now, this project, part of its function being analogous to reclama- 
tion, has a large flood-control function, as I mentioned earlier. But 
we do not deny it does reclaim land and produces these enhancement 
benefits, and we felt that we should compare it with reclamation proj- 
ects, and in our cost-sharing report, and as I testified last year, we 
made an analysis of 59 ree Jlamation projects based on published data, 
projects prior to 1939, and we found the average of the non- Federal 
contribution on those projects was about 33 percent of the first cost 
allocated to reclamation. 

Now, in this case, for the Florida project, the percentage of cost 
that is allocated to reclamation is approximately that, so we feel that 
the project compares favorably, sir, with the average of these recla- 
mation projects. 

I might point out that, as I did last year in testifying, for reclamation 
projects in the Missouri Basin, for example, since the war, according 
to published data, the contribution for repayment of reclamation 
benefits was considerably less than that, and this project, therefore, 
compares favorably with those projects. That is because of the inter- 
est-free aspect of the non-Federal contribution on the reclamation 
proje cts, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Were it not for the fact that power revenues pay a 
greater share of the cost of the reclamation project many of those 
projects would not be feasible nor could the irrigators afford to pay 
what would be required of them to pay if they had to pay the entire 
bill themselves. You have no power in this project, and hence you 
are simply basing your argument on the fact that the irrigators in the 
western reclamation projects pay about the same as the people in the 
local area in this project for development of their land. 

You have here an exceptional project in that the local interests pay 
approximately only 32 percent of the cost of the entire project and there 
is no other means of getting revenue in the Federal Treasury from this 
project such as we have in the western reclamation States through 
pow er revenues. 

Therefore, all the taxpayers of America, most of whom profit not 

dime and many of whom are suffering from the competition from 
the cattle industry in Florida which this project will bring about, yet 
those same people will have to pay a proportionate share of the cost 
of this project. It is an unusual project. You must admit that. 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; it certainly is. We feel it is an extremely 
well justified project, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I am not questioning the justification of the project. 
I am saying that surely this Congress is not justified in appropriating 
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what is being requested for this project in light of the fact that it is a 
project which stands out by itself. Congress has been and is still 
heeligible in not passing a law which would make it necessary for 
the local interests to pay a greater share of this project. 

But the Public Works Committee, and I am not criticizing the 
Legislative Committee on Public W orks, certainly has a duty to 
perform in this instance, and that duty is to bring in a bill even in this 
session which will rectify this injustice to the rest of the taxpayers 
of America who live outside of this valley and who must pay the 
greater share, 68 percent, of the cost of this project. 

I certainly will talk to the Public Works Committee about bringing 
in a bill that will provide for a greater contribution from the local inter- 
ests on this project. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


COST INCREASE 


Mr. Taper. On page 323 of last year’s hearing there was a statement 
that the current total estimated cost of construction (Federal and non- 
Federal) is $266,300,000, an increase of $127,400,000 over the latest 
total construction estimates of $138,900,000. 

Is such statement still true or has the cost gone up in the meantime? 

General AtBrecut. The estimated Federal cost of the project has 
gone up. It has gone up from $228,455,000 to $235,955,000. 

Mr. Taser. That is by adding the $744 million increase which is 
estimated now? What factors brought about that increase? 

General ALBrReEcuHT. That is an increase of $7,500,000; $5,264,000 of 
the increase was based on higher price levels and $771,000 was based 
on design changes. 

In addition the estimate for engineering and design increased, as 
did the estimate for supervision and administration. 

Mr. Taper. And the design is a more elaborate design from what 
it was before? 

General Ausrecnt. Yes, sir. At least there is more cost. It is 
largely the retirement payment increase in that particular case. 

I would like to point out, however, that the overall increase in the 
cost of this project during this year is 3.2 percent, which is just about 
the increase which has occurred on the average of corps projects over 
the past year. 

Mr. Taser. You did not elaborate on this thing as much this year 
as you did lest, is that right? Last yeer the Federal cest of construc- 
tion was estimated at $2: 28,455,000, which was an increese of $108,- 
455,000 over the previous year. It rather looks as though you slowed 
up a little bit on your increesed estimate for Federal cost. It seems 
to me Federal cests will run up into enormous figures and before we 
get through it will not be $250 million or $300 million but $600 million 
or $700 million and this lend will be enhanced in valve so that it will 
run way up above that figure because it produces after the operation 
is laid out for it. It will be lend werth up to $10,000 an acre. It is 
about time we laid out a progrem of contributions on a practical and 
sound basis rather then on 2a basis of just handing out these large 
increases in value for these land speculators and that element to grab 
on to. 

That is all I have to say. 
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General ALBReEcuT. Sir, you asked about that increase. This 
$228,455,000 which we gave you last year included for the first time 
all planned items in the program. Before that time all items were 
not planned and that was the reason for the large increase. 

Mr. Cannon. This concludes our discussion of the pending project. 


CROSS-FLORIDA BARGE CANAL 


Mr. Kirwan. A Member of Congress asked me to ask some ques- 
tions. I was in Florida and Governor Collins came out for the barge 
canal. He said it would be quite an asset to them in Florida. 

I was there in 1938 and looked at what was done on the barge canal 
by the PWA by General Somerville who since has died. 

What I was asked to inquire about is this: 

The act appropriating funds for civil works for the fiscal year 1956 
carried an item, recommended by this House Appropriations Com- 
mittee, for a restudy of the cross-Florida barge canal project. Will 
you tell us briefly the result of that study? 

General Atsrecut. The restudy of the project is not yet complete. 
It is presently in the Office of the Chief of Engineers. 

Mr. Kirwan. Do you consider this as a Florida project or is it 
more in the nature of a national inland navigation feature which will 
make possible such navigation between a very large part of the gulf 
and Mississippi Valley areas and the Atlantic Seaboard as far North 
as Trenton, N. J.? 

General AtBrecut. Yes, sir. It will tie into the Atlantic intra- 
coastal waterway. It goes across Florida and there is not a complete 
tie-in with the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway because the protected 
water along the gulf is not continuous. Whether or not it will be 
made continuous I do not know. 

Mr. Kirwan. As I recall it, the Chief of Engineer’s report in 1942 
upon which the project was authorized found that, while the relation 
of the annual normal economic benefits to annual costs was only as 
0.19 is to 1— 


the value of the barge canal in time of war together with the prospective benefits 
to be anticipated in normal times, is sufficient to warrant its construction, 


and that on this basis Congress authorized the project. Is that 
correct? 

Colonel Penney. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. So that at present, with benefits-to-cost ratio of 
something like 1 to 1, or about 5 times as much as in 1942, and a 
national defense value probably in excess of that anticipated by the 
Chief of Engineers when he recommended the project in 1942, it is 
even more fully justified now than when Congress authorized it. Do 
you concur in this view? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, as the General mentioned, the restudy is not 
vet complete. 

Mr. Kirwan. But do you concur in that view? 

Colonel Penney. We concur that the economic benefit-cost ratio 
appears to be something like 5 times what it was then. It still 
makes it marginal from an economic standpoint. We do feel it 
would have some defense value if it were in operation. 

Mr. Kirwan. I understand that your plans for construction are 
well advanced. Are they sufficiently so to enable you to begin work 
rather promptly if Congress provides the money? 
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As you stated the plans are not completed as yet. 

Colonel Penney. That is correct. There has been in the past sub- 
stantial preconstruction planning done. However, the study is not 
complete yet. 

Mr. Boxtanp. In line with this questioning, would it be of national 
interest or would it be in the interest of our national security to have 
a barge canal from San Francisco to New York straight across the 
United States? It is a facetious question but all these questions are 
asked with reference to national security. Would it not be beneficial 
to have a barge canal from San Francisco to New York in the interest 
of our national security? We would not have to get our ships out 
into the lanes and there is no opportunity for submarines to sink them. 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir, there would be national security in that. 

Mr. Bouanp. That is all. 


Wepnespay, ApriL 16, 1958. 
FORT GAINES LOCK AND DAM, ALABAMA AND GEORGIA 


Mr. Cannon. The committee will be in order. 

We shall take up Fort Gaines lock and dam. We shall insert here 
pages 43a through 48. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


Fort GaINnEs Lock AND DAM, ALABAMA AND GEORGIA 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate _- Peck ss wi ntctia pal E : $10, 000, 000 
Revised estimate See aie _ 11, 700, 000 
Increase in budget estimate wd 1, 700, 000 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 





Continue land acquisition es 
Initiate relocations eh cee Mae eee 
Complete construction of the spillw ay 


Initiate construction of the powerhouse substructure 


remaining part of right bank embankment__-_- 
Initiate left bank embankment and lock excavation 
Continue procurement of turbines and generators. -____- 
Engineering and design . F 
Supervision and administration 
Total 





Entire project _.._....-- 
Land acquisition _- 
ccd hucicuneuawbetallwe 
ON AN sn. de> ax ty lin ho rot le 
Power on line: 

Ist unit, 32,500 kilowatts____- 


and | 











1959 budget | Revised | Increase 
| estimate | 

ze is 
$2,090,200 | $3, 064, 800 $974, 600 
1, 200, 000 | 1, 200, 000 | 0 
3, 289, 600 | 2, 168, 000 —1, 121, 600 
1,155,000 | 1, 155, 000 | 0 
0 1, 700, 000 | 1, 700, 000 
1, 100, 000 | 1, 100, 000 | 0 
619, 100 720, 000 | 100, 900 
546, 100 592, 200 | 46, 100 
10, 000, 000 | 1, 700, 000 


| 


} 


| 


| June 1962__ 
| July 1963 ! 


2d unit, 32,500 kilowatts............-.--..-..------ PRE 


3d unit, 32,500 kilowatts 
4th unit, 32,500 kilowatts 


1 Date listed refers to closure of the diversion monoliths. 


June 1959. 


Location.— 


Revised cour schedule 


1959 budget 


June 1965- 
October 1962 


June 1965 


January 1964 


| April 1964. __......| 


| July jE eee 
| October 1964 


11, 700, 000 | 


Revised estimate 


| 
| June 1963. 
| May 1962. 
Do. 
June 1959. 
December 1962. 


September 1962. 
December 1962. 
| March 1963. 

es 1963. 


The river diversion is and was scheduled for 


On the Chattahoochee River, 75.2 miles above the mouth, about 1.1 


miles north of the town of Fort Gaines, and about 60 miles south of Columbus, Ga. 


Authorization.—1946 River 


and Harbor Act. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.04 to 1 for the authorized project for the Apalachicola, 


Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers, of which Fort Gaines lock 


unit. 


Summarized financial data 





Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) - 
Estimated non-Federal cost_. - 

Cash contribution_--___- 

Other costs__.....- 5; 
Total estimated project cost._____- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_ - - 
Appropriations to date____..___- 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_. 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 








Amount 


$85, 500, 
540, 


540, 

86, 040, 
‘sol 5, 578, 
6, 220, 
11, 798, 
10, 000, 
63, 702, 


and dam is an integral 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 


Federal cost 


000 | 
000 
0 
000 
000 a 
000 |_. 
000 
000 
000 | 26 
000 
| 


at 
: 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: — rete gravity with earth embankments on each bank. 
Height: 114 feet (maximum). 
Length: 1,175 feet, concrete section. 
11,940 feet, earth embankment. 
(Concrete section is exclusive of intake structure and lock.) 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
RN a i ca in at spit ss ap tig bo mania ticlamea os oiled de math a 210, 000 
Minimum pool _--- hte 3 ase ncanl a SI cae i ka aioe a 715, 000 

RES tad oo Ss oe ati sest — ART Nee, 000 


Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Capacity (maximum pool): 662,000 cubic feet per second. 
Power installation: 
Presently planned and ultimate: 4 units at 32,500 kilowatts—130,000 
kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 75 feet. 
Lock: 
Size: 82 x 450 feet. 
Maximum lift: 88 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent 

complete 

Entire project__- iow nipaas fa cla apaereg seed ips Gove o'er os pape oieabeng shadeiaaie GG sate 9 
Acquisition of reservoir area- ess Scene haa ike oc en itr nae reed 9 
Relocations-_--_---- wiawe cee Sen. Es 2 
Construction of part ‘of earth embankment, right 2 100 
Construction of spillway cofferdam_______--_--_- Dkk ia. si Pe teh I 100 
Construction of roads- as ss — 3 
Construction of spillway ; é goaee 40 
Design, manufacture and de livery of turbines S326 ALU 5 


Completion schedule: 

Entire project, June 1965. 

Land acquisition, October 1962. 

Relocations, June 1962 

River closure, July 1963. 

Lock, June 1965. 

Power on line: 
Ist unit, 32,500 kilowatts, January 1964. 
2d unit, 32,500 kilowatts, April 1964. 
3d unit, 32,500 kilowatts, July 1964. 
4th unit, 32,500 kilowatts, October 1964. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Fort Gaines Dam is an integral unit of the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee 
and Flint Rivers comprehensive plan. Fort Gaines will add 130,000 kilowatts 
of capacity and about 436 million kilowatt-hours of energy annually. The 
power from this project is urgently needed and would be readily absorbed. Com- 
pletion of the entire improvement for the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee and Flint 
Rivers also will exert a beneficial influence on the economic structure of the entire 
region by providing more economical transportation. All power units at Jim 
Woodruff Dam and Buford Dam are now in operation. Dredging of the Apalachi- 
cola River is complete, permitting navigation to Bainbridge on the Flint River 
and to Columbia on the Chattahoochee River. Remaining unit to complete the 
improvement is Columbia. The principal navigation benefits from the overall im- 
provement, however, will only accrue after the entire river stretch to the metro- 
politan area of Columbus, the head of navigation, has been developed by com- 
pletion of Fort Gaines and Columbia projects. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $10 million will be applied to: 


Ptinue land sequisitiolt,... sini ctssabsccvented~ das Lcd $2, 090, 200 
NE I a. ain cleinre sin ten aateaaca tain a aA RED send teeth ciabed 1, 200, 000 
Complete construction of the spillway___._..._..---------------- 3, 289, 600 

Initiate construction of the powerhouse substructure and right bank 
SNRIOOR «st 05s CLES ses 5 SN LSS 1, 155, 000 
Continue procurement of turbines and generators__.__....._.____-- 1, 100, 000 
mPUNOTTOTNGS GAEL: COUN i iit hd a ects ening aetna 619, 100 
Supervision and administration... ---...........-....-..--.---..: 546, 100 
TOG Sinise. Knit india bet Gide ee Ae ae 10, 000, 000 


Early completion of Fort Gaines Dam is essential to realize the full navigation 
benefits to be derived from the project for the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and 
Flint Rivers, and to provide power in an area where it is urgently needed. The 
amount requested for fiscal year 1959 is the minimum required to maintain an 
orderly construction schedule in fiscal year 1959. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial cost to local interests for terminal facilities is 
$540,000. Local interests will also be required to operate 3 movable bridge 
spans in the waterway traversing the Fort Gaines Reservoir. This cost is esti- 
mated to be $18,000 annually. 

Status of local cooperation—The Georgia Port Authority and the Alabama 
State Docks Board are having plans prepared for construction of suitable terminals 
to meet the demand of river-borne traffic. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$85,500,000 is a reduction of $2,500,000 from the latest estimate ($88,000,000) 
submitted to Congress. The estimated cost of the dam decreased $2,318,000 
and the turbines decreased $627,400 because of favorable bids received. The 
. estimated cost of engineering and design and supervision and administration 
increased $445,400 to cover retirement contributions and cost experience to date. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 





} . Gc) 
OCR IRs oid. nd 6650 den ide gis [ae 5, 518, 900 | 5, 242,000 | 11, 037, 100 63, 708, O00 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

i year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) 
Lands and damages. -_.............-- ...--| $8, 252, 000 $651, 300 $950, 000 | $2,090,200 | $4, 560, 500 
I ick 4. snenicmatiillvmtaiapaaminigeiins 15, 640, 000 FE SE Siscubathnneen 1, 200,000 | 14, 241, 800 
OU is ndihic: nccvinhiinehkbbinkihebdme deinen GUE Pod idan tddln ast bnadand iat aks ainetade 2, 684, 500 
ar cc capacapinesegin inti nba iciaiey Seage 13, 527,000 | 2,827,400 | 3,226,400 | 3,644, 600 3, 828, 600 
Lock - I IT, Betis cs tacicincs restos co esurtasieie ei Rabat cada tea 15, 228, 800 
Powerplant_. ‘ 20, 795, 600 40, 800 131,200 | 1,900,000 | 18,723,600 
ca a ee ee el 312, 700 | ES a es 303, 000 
CA ALLL... stil ulaaninbddaee nmbbneaee GR acc ceed Shaka deeweadiebadathodace 876, 500 
Recreation facilities.............-._-----__- BE Bb ox <cctnnien~ntaeducubacebeesinecdeias 200, 000 
Buildings, grounds and utilities._........._- SEE Utidd ans censifidiibusnieapinhioanneetiliintuabaraaees 50, 000 
Permanent operating equipment - ---_....-- WOOO Vi. kh hg tek eth did te acceded 195, 000 
Engineering and design..................-- 3,427,000 | 1,390,700 781, 800 619, 100 635, 400 
Supervision and administration - -.......- 4, 310, 900 298, 100 255, 300 546, 100 3, 211, 400 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
RRS AEE FEET ,000 | 5,416,200 | 5,344,700 | 10,000,000 | 64,739,100 
Undistributed Css Boia cecidnicetedneieee daa , 400 CEE Lh sinvcmniodaikahaeides 
Total project cost (Federal funds 

asc cobk tac Gadkind oa ccadhenen 85, 500,000 | 5,421,600 | 5,339,300 | 10,000,000 | 64,739, 100 
a NN baat FRG LE ciaactoncocksdaeersvanasienssdee 
Total cost (Federal funds ony. ...| 85,500,000 | 5,421,600 | 5,339,300 | 10,000,000 | 64, 739, 100 
I CU itis cecctuiccetesshdabndenkndncun 97, 300 —97,300 | 1,037, 100° —1, 037, 100 

















METHOD OF FINANCING 


ae a ieee 5, 406,000 | 6, 220, 000 Aer ee ag emeegeatan 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956..._.|.......-.--- BUR OURS. sc ssid bettie nbn Shed 
Unobligated carryover from prior year----- 5 ct crne Debate ieeadaaalie 308 1.3, 87, FEO hncccccense-- 

Total funds available for obligation._|..........-- 5, Lon CORT MSRP hi ccs deere bene descent 


Appropriations required 











NOS HORI NEE 


I 
| 





248 


Mr. Cannon. I note you have a decrease here, General Albrecht, 
of $2,500,000. What accounts for the decrease? 

General AtBrecut. The cost of the dam decreased $2,318,000 and 
the cost of the turbines decreased $627,400. The decreases were 
because of favorable bids received. However, the estimated cost of 
engineering and supervision and administration increased. The net 
effect was a material decrease in the cost of the job. 

APALACHICOLA, CHATTAHOOCHEE, AND FLINT RIVERS DRAINAGE SYSTEM 

Mr. Cannon. In this connection we would be glad if you would 
place in the record a statement showing the authorized projects in 
this drainage system and their total cost, the amount already appro- 
priated, and the additional amount necessary to complete each of 
them. 

General ALBrecutT. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows :) 


Authorized projects in the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint River drainage 








8 wer 
Project | Total esti- | Allocation ls Balance to 
mated cost todate | complete 

mae one — oe - aqeeaeeaneenenes — ~ - ao peer eSS 

Buford multipurpose reservoir. _---- baudeeadseased | $40, 420,000 | $39, 691, 000 0 | $729, 000 
Fort Gaines multipurpose reservoir 85, 500,000 | —:11, 798, 000 73, 702, 000 
Columbia lock and dam- --- --| 13,300, 000 267,000 | 13, 033, 000 
Jim Woodruff multipurpose reservoir 46, 380,000 | 46,037,000 | 343, 000 
Apalachicola River improvement "| 1, 257, 7, 000 | 1, 257, 000 | 0 
= a se 

i tie a diicisti sco cpstioiins = 186,857,000 | 99,050,000 | 87, 807, 000 


| 








Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Evins. I have a few questions. How far along is the Buford 
Dam on the Chattahoochee River toward completion? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, that project is in operation, and it is sub- 
stantially complete. There is a little cleanup work to be done. 

Mr. Evins. How far along is the Fort Gaines Dam? 

Colonel Penney. Fort Gaines is under construction. There is an 
$11,700,000 request this year for continuation of its construction. 

Mr. Evins. How far along i is the Jim Woodruff Dam? 

Colonel Penney. That is substantially complete, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Those three dams are on the Chattahoochee River, 
and Apalachicola, if I pronounced that correctly. 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; that is correct, sir. 

Mr. Evins. The Columbia Dam is also a part of that system, is it 
not? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. And I had understood that there were plans to develop 
all of these simultaneously. Why has the Columbia Dam been 
delayed ?, 

Colonel Penney. Sir, that project would come under the category 
of a new start, and there are no new starts in the budget this year. 

Mr. Evins. The Fort Gaines project is upstream from both the 
Jim Woodruff and the Columbia projects. Therefore, could you tell 
us why you are constructing the Fort Gaines project before Columbia? 
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Colonel Penney. Well, sir, going downstream to upstream in that 
order, there is a 9-foot channel improvement for navigation on the 
Apalachicola River up to Jim Woodruff Dam. + Then Jim Woodruff, 
which is a multipurpose dam on the Apalachicola, Columbia lock and 
dam, and the Fort Gaines lock and dam and Buford which is a multi- 
purpose dam. The Apalachicola improvement below Jim Woodruff 
is complete. Jim Woodruff and Buford are being completed with 
funds that were made available in fiscal year 1957. Fort Gaines is 
under construction. It is about 10 percent completed. Precon- 
struction planning is underway on Columbia lock and dam. 

Mr. Evins. For the record, the dams at the head of the stream are 
completed. Those at the lower end of the stream are but those in the 
middle remain uncompleted. 

Could you tell us for the record why you are constructing Fort 
Gaines before Columbia? 

Colonel Penney. Fort Gaines is a much larger project than Co- 
lumbia. 

Mr. Evins. When did you start Columbia in order to complete it 
at the same time as Fort Gaines? 

Colonel Penney. At the present rate of construction progress on 
Fort Gaines, we should initiate construction on Columbia during the 
coming fiscal year, if we are to be able to place the locks in operation 
at the same time on both of those dams, sir. 

Mr. Evins. As I understand it, if there is a significant delay in one 
of them and the advancement of the other, then you would not receive 
the benefits until they are both completed. 

Colonel Penney. We would not receive the major portion of the 
navigation benefits, sir, which depend on through traffic. 

Of course, the power benefits at Fort Gaines would be available as 
soon as the project were completed. 

Mr. Evins. But the navigation feature—you would consider it a 
costly delay? 

Colonel Penney. There are substantial benefits to navigation in 
this river system project, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Last year the corps testified that enough funds would 
be available with the $150,000 you were asking for preconstruction 
planning, so that you could start in 1959. How do you stand in this 
respect now? 

Colonel Penney. We have kept our established planning schedule, 
sir. 

Mr. Evins. Then I assume that if the Congress were to provide you 
with the construction funds for Columbia, you would be in a position 
to use them during 1959? 

Colonel Penney. From an engineering standpoint, and without 
regard to fiscal policy, we could, sir. 

Mr. Evins. How much money could you economically use in 1959 
on Columbia? 

Colonel Penney. From a striethy-engineering standpoint, we could 
use $600,000 to complete our preconstruction planning and initiate 
construction. 

Mr. Evins. I understand the corps recently made a study of 
navigation benefits for this waterway. What were your findings? 
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Colonel Pennry. Our surveys show that the annual navigation 
benefits will amount to over $4 million. 

Mr. Evins. The annual navigation benefits will amount to over 
$4 million? 

Colonel Pennny. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Then each year a delay in that will result in a $4 
million loss in each year? 

Colonel Penney. Almost that much, sir. There is a small amount 
of local traffic. 

Mr. Evins. Does that not increase the benefit-cost ratio for the 
system over that which you show—of course, it does—for the Fort 
Gaines justification previously? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; it would raise the ratio to 1.2 to 1 which 
is a benefit-cost ratio computed since the justification sheets were 
submitted which showed a justification of 1.04 to 1. 

Mr. Evins. Colonel Penney, I have a copy of a letter from Brigadier 
General Person addressed to the Honorable Robert Sikes, Member in 
Congress from Florida, and a member of the Committee on Appro- 
priations with reference to the feasibility of developing the channel 
in the Choctawhatchee River in Florida and Alabama. How much 
money could you use on that project in 1959? 

Colonel Penney. Which project is that. I did not understand. 

Mr. Evins. This is a single development in Florida and Alabama. 
I will show you his explanatory letter, and, Mr. Chairman, I ask that 
that letter be made a part of the record at this point. 

Mr. Cannon. Another stereotyped question here is how much of 
this can wait. We are never presumed to ask how much more can 
we spend, so in this case, again I will have to ask Colonel Penney, do 
you support this budget as it is? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The whole budget and nothing but the budget? 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman, will you let the gentleman answer my 
previous question first? He has not answered my question as to 
how much they efficiently could spend on this project if it were made 
available in 1959. 

Colonel Penney. On this study, which is an authorized study on 
the Choctawhatchee River in Florida and Alabama. Is that correct? 

Mr. Evins. Just the study. 

Mr. Cannon. Is that approved by the Bureau of the Budget? 

Colonel Penney. It is not, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Will you for the record state how much you could use? 

Mr. Cannon. How much would they expect you to use? 

Colonel Penney. They would expect us to spend nothing unless 
funds were appropriated for it. 

Mr. Evins. I am asking Colonel Penney how much the corps could 
economically and efficiently spend on such a study. 
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Colonel Penney. Strictly from an engineering standpoint, the 
amount of $35,000 could be used on this study in fiscal year 1959 if 
appropriated. 

Mr. Evins. You do have some capacity to do work efficiently but 
beyond what the Bureau of the Budget has stated? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. How many men could you put on the payroll for that 
amount of money? 

Colonel Penney. I think that would represent the efforts of about 
six people, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Any further questions? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton. 

Mr. Fenton. I have a question, but I do not want to sound out 
of the way. Is there a line of demarcation between preconstruction 
and construction, or, in other words, if granted in a fiscal year enough 
money to do preconstruction work, if there were any left over, could 
you go into construction in the same year for the same money. 

Colonel Penney. Sir, if Congress appropriates money indicating it 
is for preconstruction planning, we consider that that limits its use 
to preconstruction planning. 

Funds appropriated for construction, however, part of those funds 
can be used for additional engineering and design work that is necessary 
on projects. 

Mr. Fenton. I knew that there was some interchange there because 
you can use construction money for preconstruction planning. 

Colonel PeENNey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. The question I asked was in reverse. 

Colonel Penney. The reverse is not true, sir. 

Mr. Rasaut. How many letters like the one just mentioned have 
been written to Members in the last 9 months? 

Colonel Pennry. I do not know how many offhand, sir, but I 
could furnish that information. 

Mr. Cannon. You may supply that for the record. 


Note.—A tabulation showing 66 letters was later furnished to the committee.) 


Mr. Evins. Not like that, but say similar to that. 

Mr. Cannon. And also supply the committee with copies of all 
the letters. 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 


HARTWELL RESERVOIR, GA. AND S. C. 


Mr. Cannon. The Hartwell Reservoir. We will insert here pages 
49a through 55. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
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MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


HARTWELL RESERVOIR, GEORGIA AND SoutH CAROLINA 


(Continuing) 


Budget estimate_. Bi : 
Revised estimate __-_-__- 
Increase in budget estimate t 


The increase will be applied as follows: 





Continue acquisition of lands in reservoir area. . 
Continue relocation of State and county roads 
Initiate reservoir clearing 


Continue construction of concrete dam, terminal cones of | 


earth embankment. 


1959 budget 


Revised 


$10, 000, 000 
15, 500, 000 
5, 500, 000 


Increase 


| | estimate 


Continue excavation and foundation preparation in power- | 


house and tailrace areas by concrete dam contractor -- | 
Continue supply contract for tainter gates to include start of | 


fabrication _- 


Continue procurement contract for turbines and initiate pro- 
curement of governors, generators, and transformers 
Continue construction and maintenance of cofferdams and 


other construction facilities 
Continue work on powerhouse access road - - 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration. -_- 


OUR 555 - ks P 


Entire project --.- 
Land acquisition - - 
Relocations. 
Dam closure__.-- 
Power on line 
ist unit, 66,000 kilowatts__. x 
2d unit, 66,000 kilowatts- 
3d unit, 66,000 kilowatts 
4th unit, 66,000 kilowatts -- 


Location. 


Revised completion schedule 


| $2,000. 000 $2, 000, 000 | 0 
1, 400, 000 1, 860, 000 $460, 000 
0 200, 000 | 209, 000 
5, 346, 000 8, 564, 000 | 3, 218, 000 
| 0 398, 000 398, 000 
| | 
0} 315, 000 315, 000 
70, 000 95, 000 | 25, 000 
| 
140, 000 296, 000 156, 000 
22, 000 22,000 | 0 
| 500, 000 | 800, 000 300, 000 
| 522, 000 | 950, 000 428, 000 
| 
| — boll es : ; 
| 10, 000, 000 15, 500, 000 | 5, 509, 000 


1959 budget 


June 1966_ , 
December 1961_. 
June 1963 

| July 1961_. 


June 1964- 

| December 1964 
June 1965 

December 1965__ 


Revised estimate 


June 1963. 
June 1961. 
June 1962 
April 1960 


June 1962. 

October 1962 
| January 1963. 
| April 1963. 
! 


On the Savannah River, Ga. and 8. C., 305 miles above the mouth, 89 


miles above Augusta, Ga., 67 miles above the Clark Hill Dam, about 7 miles below 
the confluence of the Seneca and Tugaloo Rivers, and about 7 miles east of the 


town of Hartwell, Ga. 


Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit cost ratio —1.15 to 1 (initial installation), 1.20 to 1 (ultimate installation) 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost (initial installation) - - 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contributions - 

Other costs 
Total estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1958 
Appropriations to date --_- 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 


Amount 


$98, 600, 000 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


0 
0 
0 


98, 600, 000 
13, 937, 000 


u 
13, 937, 000 14 
10, 000, 000 24 


74, 663, 000 


Note.—Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation is $104,625,000. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity, flanked by earth embankments. 
Maximum height above streambed: 204 feet. 
Length: Concrete section, 1,948 feet; embankments, 13, 412 feet; saddle dike, 
2,590 feet; total, 17,950 feet. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Power. -. - Jt tects ib tears 5 ack scouis. 1, 427, 600 
Flood control ar ceeds £5 3 295, 500 

Wailea. Win tus. id nl bac eae eee etree" (1, 723, 100 





1 Usable storage. 


Spillway : 
Type: Gate-controlled, concrete gravity ogee weir with flip bucket. 
Design canacity (maximum pool): 565,000 cubic feet per second. 
Power installations: 
Initial: 4 units at 66,000 kilowatts; 264,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate: 5 units at 66,000 kilowatts; 330,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 4 units at 66,000 kilowatts; 264,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 172 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent 
complete 
Entire project__- ~~ we ani aes ahaa clo 4 Bits Ss ha nahch man Na a bis 7 
UGA GE SPUR ois wiv ina ws sania gains tpah is SAD 32 
Relocations : ot Ee aes 6 
Earth embankment_-___-_-_--- eae a in aeten totes Siero MRL 50 
Procurement of sluice liners, gates, and guides Be a tie ed 100 
Warehouse, gavage, and storage area_ Pee a ee ae acabincniimatte dad 100 
Completion schedule: 
Bites PeOIeee. on ee ancseen _.. June 1966. 
EE NEGTORL. & o o eee ee eg ewe ; Hats December 1961. 


Relocations -_ -_. aa ‘ ; a _... June 1963. 
Dam closure ; nie oo cs een cas sag 
Power on line: 


Ist unit, 66,000 kilowatts. Se ef beta June 1964. 
2d unit, 66,000 kilowatts . ie Decemher 1964. 
3d unit, 66,000 kilowatts _ _ eee ee June 1965. 


4th unit, 66,000 kilowatts___.___._..._..._.._._._..._.._.. December 1965. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Hartwell project will be used to supply peaking power in Federal Power 
Commission power supply areas 21, 22, and 23, generally in the States of Geor ia, 
South Carolina, and Alabama. The growth of power demand in these areas 
has been rapid in the past few years and is predicted to continue at a hivh rate 
as far as the market forecasts extend. In order to supply the future additional 
demand, a large amount of new generating capacity must be provided, and the 
utility companies are prozramins the construction of much of this capacity in 
steam-electric plants. A considerable part of the new load will be peak loads 
which can be most advantazeously served by hydroelectric projects similar 
to the Hartwell project. The Federal Power Commission estimates that the 
Hartwell project, the best remainin s undeveloped project for power in the South- 
east, could be used to its full initial capacity to supplv the market by the time 
it can be completed at the present provramed rate. The Hartwell project will 
improve the power generation at the Clark Hill Reservoir by storing the flood 
flows and releasing more water during low flow periods. This will benefit the 
Clark Hill project by increasing the prime capacity and by converting annually 
a larce amount of enerzy from secondary to prime energy, thereby increasing 
the annual power value. The operation of the Hartwell project, by providing 
additional depth in the river channel between Savannah and Augusta in low flow 
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seasons, will reduce the cost of the authorized 9-foot navigation project to Augusta 
and the annual maintenance thereof. Also, the coordinated operations of 
Hartwell and Clark Hill Reservoirs will eliminate frequent floods over a vast 
area of undeveloped valley lands below Augusta. These lands are among the 
most fertile in the Southeastern United States and could be very productive. 
During a period of national emergency they would produce substantial added 
farm products. After construction of Hartwell, flooding which now occurs 
several times annually will be reduced to a frequency of once in 10 years. The 
Soil Conservation Service has estimated that the annual benefits from flood 
protection for these lands would be about $2 million, if they were fully developed. 
The Atomic Energy Commission’s Savannah River plant will also benefit from 
increased regulated flow and from reduction in temperature of its cooling water. 
Althouzh neither the land benefits nor the AEC benefits are included in the 
economic evaluation, it is considered that they will be quite large. 


Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $10 million will be applied to— 


Continue acquisition of lands in reservoir area_._--_--.----------- $2, 000, 000 
Continue relocation of State and county roads___.__.-_.---------- 1, 400, 000 
Continue construction of concrete dam, terminal cones of earth em- 

RNNINIINOSC WOO. oS ete ee ee ace aa EL. 's 5, 346, 000 
Continue procurement contract for turbines and initiate procurement 

of governors, generators, and transformers_-_-_--.-._.---_------ 70, 000 
Continue construction and maintenance of cofferdams and other 

construction facilities 


Bal isi © ea so mE AL cs then s nas enen in 140, 000 
Continue work on powerhouse access road_-........------------- 22, 000 
esi Sire midline wake bm bk wee obeieees 500, 000 
Supervision and administration __-- - -- Sarkis giecie aan meaimoninienarene fn 522, 000 

ti ia acs ss dias 0s  usireie tegen td is apie sites Sige Slee 10, 000, 000 


Early completion of the Hartwell Reservoir project is essential in meeting the 
forecasted power requirements in the region including generally the States of 
Georgia, South Carolina, and Alabama. The Southeastern Power Administration 
concurs in an initial installation of 4 units as their market studies indicate that 
power demands of the region will absorb this additional output by the time the 
presently planned initial installation is completed. In order to meet the power- 
on-line dates as scheduled, funds in the amount of $10 million should be provided 
for fiscal year 1959. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$98,600,000 is an increase of $4,300,000 over the latest estimate ($94,300,000) 
submitted to Congress. The estimate has been increased $4,895,100 for the 
initial installation of 4 outdoor power units instead of 3 indoor units, $2,062,000 
for price level changes for uncommitted work and $2,179,000 for engineering and 
design, and supervision and administration due to reanalysis of requirements 
including cost of the project restudy and retirement contributions. A decrease 
of $4,836,000 resulted from receipt of bids for the concrete dam and further 
detailed planning. 








the 

of 
ion 
hat 
the 
er- 
led 


of 
00) 
the 
000 
ind 
nts 


her 


255 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis- Balance to 


























Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
= pense ance ae lithe ig eet ean tiated 
Rams od Gamage: .. ....dccccnccoadosccns $9, 350, 000 | $2,402,200 | $1,920,000 | $2,000,000 | $3,027, 800 
EE tingncnegunendapoudodmeurckignys | 19, 147, 900 639, 800 636,900 | 1,400,000 | 16, 471, 200 
NTE phgc bon gochidsicninisimetedéssboped OO Ge Wikiedhds<ded- bias ccna beeataber od 4, 356, 000 
hak isinaditieuduiindvnatedadbebndSiaienu 26,017,000 | 1, 508, 500 848,300 | 5,435,800 | 18,224, 400 
I a eit ka desing ich des aa nce | 27, 739, 100 1, 900 728, 000 121,100 | 26, 888, 100 
CN ai rtnciclatitnstck daihd aiendgaencati ledeiained 116, 000 11, 000 59, 200 22, 000 23, 800 
Recreation facilities.....-.....-.---.-.-.--- | - CR ne eh ae es 580, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_....-....- 115, 000 35, 400 We itstdcncenut eee 
Permanent operating equipment --.-.-..-...- | 231, ree I a tt 228, 600 
Engineering and design.............-.-.-.- | 4,692,000 | 1,727,400 580, 000 500, 000 1, 884, 600 
Supervision and administration - -.......-- | 6,256, 000 368, 600 475, 000 | 522, 000 4, 890, 400 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | 
iin id Hid'uain a enniantconiinaiel 98, 600,000 | 6,694,800 | 5,329,400 | 10,000,900 | 76, 574, 900 
Undistributed cost: construction facilities_|...........- 220, 800 766, 600 —900 —986, 500 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
Ne ctintas ocascudsbtadasaeseens | * 600,000 | 6,915,600 | 6,096,000 | 10,000,000 | 75, 588, 400 
Pending adjustment, none.................|.-.--.----.. |onwewnecnnnn|acernnaensnn|oneveneseren|o-s-esssee- 
- _ = = Ra RED 
Total cost (Federal funds only) ---._- | 98,600,000 | 6,915,600 | 6,096,000 | 10,000,000 | 75, 588, 400 
Undelivered orders.......-...-------- ndiniiseeiaingentcatnie | -+971,500 | —971, 500 5, 000 —925, 000 
Poted CegaRiens..  .siev ses dspcdance | 98, 600, 000 00 | 7, 887,100 | 5, 124, 500 10, 925, 000 74, 663, 400 


METHOD OF FINANCING | | | 


Federal funds: i 


| 
TNR a ont. 9s enircsiinigeds setplsendcvnnacin 13, 936, 600 a ae 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956. eee aoe Sy ' Eihatishcinek tina ica 
Unobligated carryover from prior years ees al Ra 6, 049, 500 925, 000 100, 000 


Total funds available for obligation..|...........- | 13, 936, 600 6, 049, 500 oe ae ia | 
Appropriations required...........--..- | | 








clean talnciglii ange entetsinigtiie th 10, 000,000 | 74, 663, 400 








Mr. Cannon. I believe you suspended work on this project pend- 
ing further study. 

General ALBRECHT. Yes, sir, we did. 

Mr. Cannon. You had some rather strong objections from Clemson 
College. 

General ALBRECHT. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What was the outcome? 

General ALBrecutT. The outcome was that a restudy was submitted 
to both the Senate and the House Public Works Committees, with 
copies to the Appropriations Committees. There was a change in 
the project as it referred to Clemson to provide a short diversion of 
the river away from Clemson. The Chief of Engineers recommended 
that this modification of the project be made. That revision was 
accepted by both the Public Works Committees and approved. 

Mr. Cannon. The college is now agreeable. 

General ALBREcHT. The college is agreeable, yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Necessarily we had to make some concessions in 
order to meet the position of the college. Are those concessions of a 
nature to increase materially the cost of the project? 

General ALBrecut. No, sir, the cost is about the same under 
either plan. They are very close. 

Mr. Cannon. There is now general agreement on the whole plan? 

General ALBREcHT. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I have one question, Mr. Chairman, please. 
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Mr. Cannon. Mr. Andersen. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Are there any benefits credited to this project, that 
are or should be deducted or otherwise charged off in figuring the 
benefit/cost ratio of the Savannah River navigation project? 

General AuBrecur. I think both of these projects stand on their 
own feet. This benefit from the Hartwell Reservoir is credited to the 
Hartwell Reservoir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. There is no duplication here, then? You do not 
use the benefits so as to show a good figure relative to both the 
projects, do you?; 

General Ausrecut. No, sir. The way it works out, you get 
about a 1-foot decrease in connection with the Savannah River 
project. You have to do 1 foot less deepening. That is a bonafide 
decrease in cost for the Savannah River job. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


LAND ACQUISITION PROBLEM 


Mr. Cannon. General Albrecht tells us the negotation with Clem- 
son College has been amicably disposed of, but I have a letter here 
from the Chief of the Corps of Engineers in the nature of a report 
to the Secretary which indicates some uncertainty. For example, 
on page 5 of this letter, paragraph 17: 

Following completion of the appraisal of Clemson College lands, an offer of 
$465,655 based on the appraisal was made by the District Engineer to the board 
of trustees of the college for the 7,964 acres of college lands and improvements 
which would not be protected by plan X if it were provided. The board of trustees 
declined the offer by letter of July 11, 1957, stating that the board remained 
strongly in favor of plan X, but that the college’s estimate of the lands amounts 
to a much higher figure, based on the cost of relocating the various college units 
operating on the lands to be taken. The cost of the lands and relocation of 
facilities was stated to be about $2,250,000. 

In order to be certain of the soundness of their figures, the college 
submitted the matter to the Department of Agriculture, and the 
Department of Agriculture in their report substantiated the position 
of the college as to the acreage of land involved and the value of the 
land and the amount of the damage incurred. 

So there was a difference as to the value of the land and cost of 
relocation, $465,665 and $2% million, making a total difference of 
$1,784,335. 

Then on the last page of the report of General Itschner to the 
Secretary under date of December 30, 1957, section No. 20: 

With respect to the Clemson College lands required for the project and not 
protected by the short diversion, in view of the differences between the Govern- 
ment’s offer and the college’s claim of damages—there is quite a wide difference 
between the Government’s offer and the college’s claim—discussions will continue 
between the Government and the college as to the basis of payment for some of 
their claims of damage. It is possible that further discussions will result in an 
agreement for the purchase price for the land to be acquired. 


He designates it merely as a possibility. 
Should further discussions prove unsuccessful— 


and on such a wide difference as $1% million, there is every possibility 
there might be— 


the normal procedure of condemnation proceedings will be undertaken to deter- 
mine the value of the land required. 
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That does not indicate, General Albrecht, that there is complete 
agreement on the part of all parties concerned. 

General ALsrecut. What I meant to say there was that the 
college has withdrawn its opposition to the project. We do have to 
conclude the negotiations with them for obtaining the land and for 
any other payments due the college in accordance with the approval 
of the committees of the short diversion plan, or the so-called plan X. 

We have had one meeting with the college in February, since the 
committees acted. We are Yeading up to quite an important meeting 
with them at the end of this month. I think that we are narrowing 
the gap between the two amounts; but if eventually we cannot agree, 
it will go to condemnation and they will get what the court allows. 

I think we are proceeding on an amicable basis on both sides, and I 
foresee no real problem with reference to the college or opposition 
from now on. 

Mr. Cannon. This report as of December 30, which in effect is 
January 1, indicates a wide divergence on the basis on which they 
can reach agreement. As you say, if the college will not yield, basing 
its claim on the evidence submitted by the Secretary of Agriculture, 
then you will resort to condemnation proceedings. Condemnation is 
an arbitrary proceeding. 

In the event the college does not agree, your determination is to 
proceed with condemnation? 

General ALerecur. If, after we have worked with them we cannot 
come to actual agreement on the price, then the condemnation pro- 
ceeding would be only for the purpose of determining the amount 
which they would get, which would be determined by a jury. So it 
actually is a very fair way of determining it. They do not object to 
our obtaining these lands. There is only a difference as to the price. 

Mr. Cannon. When will the determination be reached? 

General ALBrecur. I have talked to the college authorities myself. 
They had some studies to make, themselves, in order to determine 
just how much damage will be incurred. The last thing which has 
been said is that they feel that the impact on their experimental lands 
will not be so great as originally thought. So it will take some time. 

Mr. Cannon. How much time? This matter has been hanging 
fire for quite a while. 

General ALBrecut. I would say within the next 3 or 4 months. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, you understand the college is at great 
disadvantage while this is pending. They can adopt no definite 
plans until this matter is disposed of. 

General ALBrecut. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. It involves over 7,000 acres. It seems to me that 
time is a considerable factor. When do you expect to reach an 
agreement with the college or fail to reach an agreement with the 
college? 

General ALBrecut. It depends partly on the college. 

Mr. Cannon. You are asking for $15.5 million for this project. 
Is any part of that contingent on the settlement of this question? 

General Atgrecur. No, sir. I would say some part of it may be 
used to pay Clemson College, but the amount that we need is not 
affected by this matter at all. 
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Mr. Taser. Are you going to need the money, or not? It looks as 
if you would not need the money unless you got a deal with these 
people or started condemnation proceedings. 

General ALBREcHT. We will get the land. 

Mr. Taser. As far as I can see, we do not know. 

General ALBRECHT. Yes, sir; we know we will get the land and we 
know we will build the project. We know we will need the money. 
If they get more money than we have estimated, it may require a 
little bit more of the money we have in here for contingencies at the 
present time. The project is going right ahead, and it will be built, 
and the college is perfectly happy about it. 

Mr. Cannon. It seems to me you should reach an early agreement 
either to pay or not to pay, or on the amount that you will pay, and 
notify the college what your intention is in this respect and when and 
under what conditions you will bring condemnation proceedings. I 
see no reason for further delay. Something like 2 years have already 
been spent on it. 

General ALprecut. We suspended negotiations with the college 
during the time that there was this problem of the short diversion, 
until we were able to get the report to Congress which the Congress 
had asked for. As soon as the congressional committees approved 
it, we restarted negotiations and there will not be any delay. We 
will go as fast as it is possible. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. We turn now to operation and maintenance. Insert 
pages 56 through 61. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 

1, Navigation 

(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $6,037,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on 30 channel and harbor projects named in the 
list which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the navigation channels and harbors and anchorages of coastal 
harbors and waterways by means of dredging, snagging, operation of navigation 
structures, and repairing revetments and channel stabilization structures; periodic 
inspections and surveys to determine conditions of the projects for programing 
purposes and providing navigation interests with adequate information on 
existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the laws adopting river and 
harbor projects. 
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Obligations 

| | 
| Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) | 
| 
i i ' 
Project | Fiseal | Fiscal Recurring ’ | 
year 1957 | year 1958} maintenance One | Total | 
| (esti- time fiseal | 
| | mated) repairs | year 1959 | 

| Annual) Peri- 
| } odie 
ALABAMA | | | | 
| | | 

Gulf Intercoastal Water- | $163,352) $143, 515|$180, 000) $50, 000) ......_- | $230, 000) 
way (Mobile). | | | 

Mobile Harbor-__.-..- -----} 295,312} 240,218) 225,000) 55,000)......_- 280, 000} 

Removal water hyacinths 18, 259 22, 505} 20,000)........}........ 20, 000! 
(Mobile). 

| | 1 
FLORIDA | 
i j | i 

Apalachicola, Chattahoo- j........-.- 160, 000} 140, 000}........}_....- —| 140,000) 
chee, and Flint Rivers, i 
Ga. and Fla. : 

Atlantic Intercoastal Wa- 165, 370 451,030) 39,000) 113, 000).....__- | 152,000 
terway (Jacksonville to ! 
Miami). 

East Pass Channel_.....-.. 27, 154) 30,351) 30, 000 | 30, 000 

Fort Pierce Harbor-....- 47, 839) St. SEGRE. jc ccbsoccce. 36, 000} 

Jacksonville Harbor. .-- chase 260, 089) 179,000} 80, 000) 259, 000} 

Miami Harbor. Dae 6, 649 29,351; 8,000 ee Bis an tae 8, 000! 

| | | 

Palm Beach Harbor........| 28,441 35,059} 40,000)_......_|______- 40, 000} 

Panama City Harbor. ----- 69, 257) 89,714} 60, 000}/_.._.__. . 60, 000 

Port Everglades Harbor-..../...-....--. 56, 500]........ 7 O0i......... | 70, 000} 

Port St. Joe Harbor. ‘ 2,717; 104, 288/........ | 106, 000}........ | 105,000 

Removal water hyacinths 67, 501 58,385} 62,000}........ linsocnte 62, 000) 
(Jacksonville). 

| 
Tampa Harbor_..........-. 27,903] 213, 062)........ 57, C00. ccccce 37, 000} 
| 
GEORGIA 
| | 

Atlantic Intercoastal | 10, 596 111,000} 110, 000)_....... ew 110, 000 
Waterway (Savannah). 

WISE, THOPUOT. . cc ccccclectecccess 30, 000}........ | | 120,000 

Savannah Harbor... .- .--| 1,630,026) 1, 205, 000/1,420,000)_......- ae 1, 420, 000 

Savannah River below 201, 992 SCE Jee. cs eke 70, 000 
Augusta. | | 

MISSISSIPPI 
| | | 
Gulfport Harbor_-_....--- 264, 618 169, 495; 210, 000)_........}........ 210, 000) 
Pascagoula Harbor......... 165, 067 69, 933)........] 54,000}.......- 54, 000 
; | i 
NORTH CAROLINA 
i | 

Atlantic Intercoastal 323, 469 401, 588 325, 000}. ......-| a! 325, 000 
Waterway (Wilming- | | 
ton). | 

j i } } 

Beaufort Harbor. ........-- ie ccdes Daal [| See... 30, 000 

Morehead City Harbor... 357,969; 170,565) 175,000) 150,000)........| 325, 000 

Wilmington Harbor.-.._.--. 346, 196 395, 065) 420, 000}_......- Deas 420, 000 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Atlantic Intercoastal Wa- 129,729} 209,000) 206, 000).......-|_...--.- | 206, 000 
terway (Charleston). | 

Gerogetown Harbor.. 206, 173) 263, 000} 270,000) 80, 000)_.....- 350, 000 

Charleston Harbor. 1, 264,339) 986, 482) 527,000) 105, 000 632, 000! 

' 

Port Royal Harbor... aisngiatins bepeeningiis beta 90, 000} -....-- 90, 000 

Shipyard River. -. “ 161, 491 124, 000) 130,000) 30, 000)......- | 160, 000 

Project condition surveys 32, 629) 30, 804; 41, 000) ie 41, 000) 

Other projects maintenance 261, 507; 349, 403) . cocaine 
periodically. aetna rani _ ——|—— —| 

Total channels and | 6, 300, 241) 6, 575, 370).._._-- Sn ceased Raecoiedtaaa 6, 092, 000 
harbors. | | | | 


{ 








Remarks 


Dredging. 


Do. 
Removal hya- 
cinths obstructe 
ing navigation. 


Dredging. 
Do, 


Do, 
Do. 
Do. 
Maintenance of 
revetments. 
Dredging. 
Do. 
Do, 
Do. 
Removal hya- 
cinths obstruct- 
ing navigation, 
Dredging. 


Do, 


Do. 
Do. 

Dredging; opera- 
tion and mainte- 
nance locks and 
structures. 


Dredging. 
Do. 


Dredging; opera- 
tion and mainte- 
nance project 
facilities. 

Dredging. 

Do. 
Do, 


Do. 


Do. 
Dredging and 
channel! stabi- 
lization works. 
Dredging. 
Do. 


Includes an esti- 
mated $55,000 
unobligated bal- 
ance brought 
forward. 
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(b) Locks, dams, and canals.—The budget estimate of $1,245,000 for the opera- 
tion and maintenance of 5 canalized waterway projects in the basin, provides 
the minimum amount necessary for operational requirements. The amount 
requested for maintenance recurring annually is the necessary operation and 
ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts 
required for the day by day functioning of the projects. Periodic requirements 
are indicated under remarks below. 


neers me 














Obligations 
Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) ' 
Fiscal Fiscal Recurring 
Project year 1957 | year 1958} maintenance One Remarks 
(esti- time Total 
mated) repairs 
Annual] Peri- ' 
odic 
ALABAMA 
Black Warrior, Warrior |$1, 090, 327/$1, 001, 764)$935, 000) $85, 000)_...._-- $1, 020,000! Repair Demopolis 
and Tombigbee Rivers. lock and gates 
and lock houses, 
FLORIDA 
Okeechobee Waterway.---- 83,461; 143,119} 66,000) 29,000)......-- 95, 000 Roper project fa- 
cilities. | 
Oklawaha River..........- 12, 075) 19,014) 14,000)  4,000)-....... 18, 000} Channel clearing, 
LOUISIANA 
Pearl River, La.and Miss..|_ 42,537) 75, 090| 68,000} 2, 000)-......- 70,000) Riprap repair. 
NORTH CAROLINA 
Cape Fear River above 126,008} 110,589) 44,000) 20,000/_.....-- 64, 000} Embankment re- 
Wilmington. pairs. 
Total locks, dams, | 1,354,408) 1,349, 576)......._]-.-- 5S icheeedews 1, 267, 000} Includes an esti- 
and canals. mated $22.000 
unobligated bal- 
ance brought 
; forward. 
Total navigation. _-_-_- 7, 654, 649] 7, 924, 946)........]......-_|_......-| 7, 359,000) Includes an esti- 
mated $77,000 
unobligated bal- 
lance brought 
forward. 
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2. Flood control 

(a) Reservoirs.—None. 

(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous items, and 
inspections).—The budget estimate of $119,800 provides for the minimum annual 
and periodic maintenance requirement of the local flood-protection project and 
inspection of 13 completed works during the budget year. 











Obligations 
Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) 
| 
Fiscal 
Fiscal | year 1958 Recurring 
Project | year 1957 (esti- maintenance One Remarks 
mated) time Total 
repairs 
Annual) Peri- 
odic 
FLORIDA 
Central and southern | $99,886 | $61,400 |$67, 700 |$60, 300 |_._....- $128,000 | Annual mainte- 
Florida. | | nance of levees, 
| operation and 
maintenance of 
hurricane and 
spillway gates, 
and minor re- 
pairs. 
Inspection of completed 640 id te Ga 800 
works. 
Total flood control, 100, 526 GEE Bei ccute te bicicetrindiebithuads 128,800 | Includes an esti- 
other. mated $9,000 un- 
obligated balance 
brought forward. 
Total flood control-. 100, 526 62, 207 sica inline aaieiaeaca aaa capkinecias 128, 800 Do. 





8. Multiple purpose projects including power 


The budget estimate of $1,278,000 for the operation and maintenance of 4 
multiple purpose projects provides the minimum amount necessary for annual 
operational requirements. The estimate provides for additional construction 
features placed in maintenance status during fiscal year 1958. The amount 
requested recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance 
of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by- 
day functioning of the projects. Periodic requirement is indicated under remarks 
below. 
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Obligations 
Fiscal year 1959 err 
Fiscal ] 
Fiscal Recurring 
Project | year 1957|° (esti- One | Remarks 
| mated) time Total 
| | | | repairs 
| Annual! Peri- | | 
| ; odic | | 
| | pees 
FLORIDA | | | 
i i | 
Jim Woodruff Dam..----- 1 $17, 281 | $207, 359 \265, 000 | $5,000 |_....-- | $270, 000 Increasing re- 
quirements 
| | | | | toward full op- 
| | eration; turbine 
| | | repairs. 
GEORGIA 
j } } 
Allatoona Reservoir-.-.__.-- 241,228 | 226,929 |234, 000 GOP bas..sus: | 239, 000 | Turbine repairs, 
Buford Reservoir...........| 17,389 | 187,111 |259,000 |........|-.......} 259,000 | Increasing re- 
| quirements to- 
| | ward full op- 
| | | | | eration. 
Clark Hill Reservoir. ...._- 450, 703 | 476, 877 (510,000 |........}.......-. 510, , 000 4 
Total, multiple pur- | 692, 039 1, Wp Ete Becewuccdhciex ieéabsbwniaae 1, 278, 000 | 
pose. | | 
Total gulf and South Ig, 447, 214 | l9, 084, 429 bpsedeasdiecssbauieenusers \8, 765, 800 | | Includes an esti- 
Atlantic Basin. | | mated $86,000 
| | unobligated 
| | | balance 
| | | | brought for- 
| | | | ward, 
Less unobligated balance |-.-....-.- a lel ic cea iach Seta | —86, 000 | 
brought forward from 
fiscal year 1958. | 
Appropriation _re- |..-..-...-}........-.}......-.]........]........18, 679, 800 
quest fiscal year | 
1959. | | 





1 Net of recovery of prior year obligations. 


Mr. Cannon. You were to make a model study of the dredging 
of the Savannah Harbor. We were told the money spent in this 
investigation could be expected to return a benefit in reduced mainte- 
nance costs. However, instead of attaining that objective the justifi- 
cations show maintenance costs are estimated to go up by more 
than $200,000. 

General AtprecutT. We have a test program on this model. The 
actual model was completed in July of 1955, but the report and the 
test of the model will not be received until November of this year. 
As the model is tested we are applying the results as fast as we can to 
this project, but we have not got the full benefit yet 

Mr. Cannon. Is there any likelihood that your studies will bring 
down the costs of maintenance? 

General ALBREcHT. Yes, sir. That same pattern was experienced 
in connection with Charleston Harbor, where we made such a study 
and we have materially reduced the costs there. 

Mr. Cannon. Should we provide this entire $200,000? 

General ALBReEcHT. It takes quite a while to put these provisions 
into effect. There would not be a benefit this year. This is what we 
think we need this year. There should be a reduction probably in 
fiscal year 1960, depending on how fast we can put these different 
parts of the project into effect. 








263 


Mr. Evins. General, your operation and maintenance budget is 
$6,037,000. Does that represent the original submission to the 
Bureau of the Budget or the revised submission? That is under 
navigation, on page 56. 

General ALBrecut. Colonel Penney, does not this go in from the 
Chief of Engineers as a whole? 

Colonel Pennuy. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. I am trying to determine whether or not this represents 
your original submission to the Bureau of the Budget or your revised 
request for funds under operation and maintenance. 

Colonel Penney. One moment, sir. I believe I can answer that. 

Mr. Chairman, the overall request for operation and maintenance 
of the corps, of which this is a part, is $100 million. The original 
request to the Bureau of the Budget for operation and maintenance 
was $105 million. 

Mr. Evins. That is the overall. We have covered that. I am 
talking about this particular basin. Did you revise your figures 
for operation and maintenance or did it remain firm and the same? 

Colonel Penney. I could furnish that for the record, sir, but, it 
was necessary to make some reductions in all basins, and I am sure 
reductions were made in this basin. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

The original request to the Bureau of the Budget for fiscal year 1959 for the 
gulf and South Atlantic Basin was $9,181,800, or $502,000 less than requested 
in the approved budget. 

Mr. Evins. One further question. How does your operation and 
maintenance fund for this basin compare with operation and main- 
tenance for other basins? Is it substantially larger? Is it lower? 
Is it consistent? You have no table showing a comparison. 

Colonel Penney. No, sir; we do not have one here. We can insert 
that. We feel, sir, that the funds requested for this basin are pro- 
portionately responsive to the urgent maintenance needs as they are 
analyzed for the various basins, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Grand total, funds requested, operations and maintenance, general 
Basin: 
DRE: DOIN saci ini then nip aie Ae legal eee en oe ate ee $1, 311, 300 
Middle Atlantic Fae oes a se eaewagawexemue 11, 984, 100 
Clee BA ROUGE AMMNUMC.S. oo. gat oe areas coda esos 8, 679, 800 
ON, nS eee i See eo ses. Fs 835, 500 


bis fais ie thas car as ots Bas sh nike eg bed aug sie ori ee eames beeen 13, 939, 400 
Great Laken a0 tt.. DawWrenee.... .< 5. <4 28-. eins 8, 218, 700 


Lower Mississippi- - - - ----- ene oar edn ht pheasants Magia lo eae 4, 442, 900 
tio Grande end etl oo eee oe 6, 340, 800 
Atiankes, Wiite 4n@ Beas. cdo ek. Se 4, 046, 000 


ROUGE PRIN oii Sekt caren is wasn Sees eOWeeeeasien 8, 538,.200 
NIN OE a isi tabeicnsta i als 73, 400 
TRRONITE MONO ioe is cma emia dies oa eee _.. 8, 527, 400 
Cree. oe cee Ji og Mes seb pete Jot Ne tcacuteee 13, 900 
NR UO egg Ss Sse seran nr kc Saka ccs ik tte en cnn Rl 
CRRA VOW: 25 teak sdk nde eben 2, 112, 500 
CPEs ORT. OULIS FOCI 6 occ ccs eirctdrctiewaenn ee adwew tee 566, 800 
BNI co ial loa cain ice ee ee 3, 209, 400 


cata meters oe a Sea aren ok ce to YS il Ros che ee eae ee a ee 
Insular possessions including Alaska___._........------------ 454, 500 





| 
| 
| 
| 
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MAINTENANCE BACKLOG 


‘Mr. Evins. We had original testimony from General Itschner that 
you had a tremendous backlog in operation and maintenance. I 
am trying to determine whether or not you are increasing your backlog 
of work now or whether it is slacking off. It seems to me now is an 
appropriate time to go forward with some of this operation and 
maintenance work. 

Colonel Penney. Sir, the backlog of urgently needed maintenance 
is being reduced. There is $2 million in this budget for that purpose. 
The backlog is still estimated to be about $45 million, which is less 
than it has been. In the past couple of years, funds were appro- 
priated for reduction of the backlog. We feel that this amount is 
sufficient to keep the backlog from increasing, sir. 

Mr. Evins. A $45 million backlog of maintenance work is tabulated 
for the corps. I am trying to determine whether you are for getting 
ahead appreciably on your backlog in this basin. 

General Ausrecut. Yes, sir. Our overall backlog decreased 
somewhat during this period. 

Mr. Evins. General, then I take it you feel this fund is adequate 
for this purpose for the next year. 

General ALBRECHT. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


SAVANNAH HARBOR 


Mr. Taser. General, why is this Savannah Harbor figure so high, 
as it is every year? 

General ALBREcHT. Savannah Harbor is a very rapidly shoaling 
port. We have to dredge almost the entire reach of the inner harbor 
once a year, and some of the reaches up near the vicinity of the city 
of Savannah have to be dredged 2 or 3 times a year. That is the 
reason it is so high. It is actually less this year than it was in 1957, 
although it is a little more than it was in 1958. 

I think that represents the fact that we are gradually getting some 
benefit from the model study. 


CHARLESTON HARBOR 


Mr. Taser. Charleston Harbor requires a pretty good sized amount, 
but it has been dropped down a little. 

General ALBREcHT. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. It seems that that is pretty big. 

General ALBREcHT. In 1957, Charleston was $1,264,339, and this 

ear it is only $632,000, which does show that we are getting material 

nefit as a result of the model study there. We hope we shall be 

able to do something like this in connection with Savannah Harbor. 


PERIODIC MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Taser. Your other projects are not down for periodic mainte- 
nance in the 1959 picture at all. 

General ALBREcHT. Yes, sir, there is some periodic maintenance. 

Mr. Taser. Where is that? It does not show on the table. 

General ALBREcHT. Do you mean for these particular ones? 
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Mr. Taser. All I know is that nothing is there in the picture. 

(General AtpRecuT. With reference to the program as a whole, sir? 

Mr. Taser. On page 58 there is nothing at all for periodic mainte- 
nance in fiscal year 1959. 

General Atprecut. On Charleston there is $105,000 for periodic 
maintenance. 

Mr. Taser. You mean the periodic maintenance is broken down 
among the different projects this time? Is that it? 

General ALBREecHT. Yes, sir. We have periodic maintenance with 
regard to each project where we think it will be required. We put 
them in the individual projects. I think that is the answer, sir. 

Mr. Taser. That means a very considerable increase, does it not? 

General AtBRreEcutT. No, sir, not with reference to the projects as a 
whole. 

Mr. Taser. The periodic maintenance totals about $900,000 in 
the separate categories as against the $349,000 the year before. 

General Atsprecut. Yes, sir. We have no periodic maintenance 
under “Other projects” this year. However, we do have periodic 
maintenance shown with reference to many of these projects listed. 

Mr. Taser. Yes. You show an increase there of about $600,000. 

General AtBrecut. I have not totaled the periodic maintenance, 
sir. 
Mr. Taser. I just totaled it roughly, and it looks like about 
$900,000. That is not very far from the mark. 

General ALprecut. Sir, I think one way I can answer this question 
as far as our overall work is concerned is that our requested $8,679,800 
is less than the overall total which we had last year, which was 
$9,084,429. So in spite of the fact that we are gradually increasing 
the maintenance work that we have to do, like the Buford Reservoir, 
we have brought down our maintenance to less than it was last year. 
I think we are making progress, sir. 


SAVANNAH HARBOR 


Mr. ANDERSEN. General; how long are we to be faced with that 
sort of bill for maintenance in Savannah Harbor? Is that to be an 
annual affair, running a million dollars, more or less? 

General ALBREcHT. Sir, we hope to decrease that as a result of this 
model study. We have some concrete things which we hope to do in 
that harbor. , 

Mr. ANDERSEN. What makes it such a difficult picture at that 
particular locality? 

General ALsrecat. A lot of silt is brought down there. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You have to dredge twice a year in places? 

General ALBrecut. In some places; yes. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Can you not do something up above to keep some 
of that silt back? Do they not have soil conservation districts 
established there? 

General ALBrEcHT. Very little could be done in that area, sir, 
which would not cost more than the cost of what we are doing. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. In other words, this is a small Mississippi Delta, 
you might say. 
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General Atsrecat. A lot of silt is brought-down; yes, sir. One 
thing has a bearing on this. Although the ost is considerable, the 
value of the service which is represented by that cost is very ‘well 
justified. The last time we figured the benefit-to-cost ratio of the 
work we were doing on Savannah Harbor, it represented a figure of 
2.57. So considering the tonnage, the money put in there is well 
justified. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. There is a big tonnage out of that port? 

General ALBREcHT. Yes, sir, there is a big tonnage. The tonnage is 
over 4 million tons a year. 

Mr. AnpreRseN. What is its rank as a port in the United States, 
General? Will you place that in the record? 

General ALBReEcHT. | shall be glad to place it in the record. 

(The information requested follows:) 

On the basis of the annual report of the Chief of Engineers on commercial 
statistics for 1956, as contained in table 3 of waterborne commerce of the United 
States, only two harbors along the Atlantic coast below Norfolk, Va., handled 
more tonnage than Savannah Harbor. Nationwide; there are about 30 coastal 


harbors reporting more commerce in calendar year 1956 than the 4,157,000 tons 
handled by Savannah Harbor. 


CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA 


Mr. Bowanp. I note an item of $128,000 for the central-southern 
Florida project for operation and maintenance of the levees. What 
do you do with respect to the operation and maintenance of the 
levees there? 

General ALBrRecut. We maintain as a Federal responsibility the 
main levees, that is, the Okeechobee levees, and the main control. 

Mr. Botanp. When you say you maintain the levees, do you mean 
you keep them in constant repair? 

General AuBprecnt. We maintain surveillance over them, and 
where they need to be repaired we repair them. 

Mr. Botanp. I thought in this project the operation and mainte- 
nance was taken care of by the Central Florida District or Flood 
Control Commission. 

General Atprecut. Not entirely, sir. They take care of the vast 
majority of it. 

Mr. Boxanp. Is this not one of the things the Corps of Engineers 
talks about when it comes before us, saying when you figure the cost 
of this project they give us the lands, the easements, the rights-of- 
way, and they operate and maintain the levees, too? 

General ALBRECHT. It is true we talk about that, because the cost 
that they put into it is far more than the cost that we put in it. 

Mr. Bouanp. I know that, but we constantly hear from the Engi- 
neers that the operation and maintenance of the project is taken care 
of by the State itself or the agency down there which runs the project. 
Does it or doesn’t it do all the operation and maintenance on it? 

General ALBrecut. Sir, I can answer the question by saying that 
the non-Federal operation and maintenance of this project, when 
completed, is estimated to be $1,991,800 a year, whereas the Federal 
amount would be $360,000. 
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Mr. Bouanp. I am not interested in what they pay, but I am 
interested in what we pay. The question I am trying to get the answer 
to is, Why do we pay anything for operation and maintenance on 
this project when one of the justifications made by the corps for this 
project is that they supply the land, 15 percent of the cost of construc- 
tion, and operate and maintain the entire project system after it has 
been developed? Is that right or is it not right? 

General ALBRECHT. Sir, this is being carried out in accordance with 
the act of Congress. 

Mr. Boxanp. Does the act specifically say that the Federal Govern- 
ment shall operate and maintain the levees? 

General ALBReEcuHT. Yes, sir, for these particular items. 

Mr. Bouanp. This is news to me, because every time the Engineers 
have been before us they have always talked about the project itself 
maintaining and operating its own facilities down there. 


DREDGING 


With respect to dredging, there is almost $6 million in here for 
dredging operations alone. Is that not true? There is more than $5 
million, anyhow. 

General AtBrecut. Yes, sir. For dredging there is $7,764,000, 
including our new work dredging. 

Notre.—Later information was furnished that the amount of $7,764,000 was 
based on the original budget request. The amount of dredging in the amended 
budget amounts to approximately $10 million. 

Mr. Bouanp. Just for dredging alone? 

General ALBREcHT. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Does the corps do any dredging of its own for the 
$7 million we are talking about, or does it all go out on contract? 

General ALBRecHT. No, sir. We have worked up a study on that. 
We find that according to the budgeted items approximately 50 per- 
cent is the cutterhead type of work, which would be done by con- 
tract. We do all the hopper dredging because we cannot hire con- 
tractors to do it. 

Mr. Botanp. Why can you not hire contractors for the hopper 
dredging? 

General ALBREecHT. There are not any hopper dredges that are 
used by contractors. The Government itself is the only one who 
does this type of work. 

Mr. Botanp. Is there much competition among dredgers for work 
in this area? 

General Atsrecut, Yes, sir. We get good competition. 

Mr: Botanp. Do you get pretty good prices? 

General ALBRECHT. Yes, sir; in the main they are good. 

Mr. Botanp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 
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Wepnespay, Aprit 16, 1958. 


OHIO RIVER BASIN 


WITNESSES 


COL. R. E. SMYSER, JR., OHIO RIVER DIVISION 


COL. A. C. NAUMAN, ASSISTANT, CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS, MIDDLE 
WESTERN DIVISIONS 


PAUL E. BROOKE, ASSISTANT CHIEF, PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT 
BRANCH, OHIO RIVER DIVISION. 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. We will now take up General Investigations and at 
this point in the record will insert pages 3 and 4. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


1. Examinations and surveys 

(a) Navigation studies—None. 

(b) Flood-conitrol studies.—The amount of $183,600 is requested for prosecution 
of 9 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit completion of 5 
reports and progress on 4 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 














Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 
Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
Indiana: 
Wabash River above White River, Ind. | 
Rs ala i lel a ad ai en caertag eh $275, 000 $114, 500 $25, 000 $135, 500 
scone taliban sake neoadnne<a 238, 000 66, 700 25, 000 146, 300 
Kentucky: 
I ne aici eileen inotaninm ae 35, 800 | 28, 600 7, 200 0 
Little Sandy River-Tygerts Creek________- 60, 600 | 50, 600 10, 000 0 
New York: Allegheny River at Salamanca. ____- 41, 000 30, 600 10, 400 0 
Pennsylvania 
Chartiers Creek, Allegheny County__.___-. 190, 000 | 60, 000 44, 000 86, 000 
RIN oe s 111, 200 | 52, 200 25, 000 , 000 
Loyalhanna Creek at Latrobe_- 48, 700 41, 700 7, 000 0 
West Virginia: Guyandot River. 45, 000 15, 000 30, 000 0 
= -} soll conshastiest -_ acute a 
NI Si ce ah ce aed | 1, 045, 300 459, 900 183, 600 401, 800 





(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies.—None. 
(d) Special studies —The amount of $200,000 is requested for continuation of 
the Ohio River review during fiscal year 1959. 





! 











i Total esti- Allocation | Tentative Additional 
Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
Ohio River review. ............-.---- | $1, 710, 000 | $310, 000 $200, 000 $1, 200, 000 
Ne ahi clk ldtiipinin shinies fa A, 710, 608 | 310, 000 200, 000 1, 200, 000 
— — ————————— = =| = —— —— 
Grand total _.---- aes #1 2, 755, 300 | 769, 900 | 383, 600, 1, 601, 800 


| 
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WABASH RIVER ABOVE WHITE RIVER, IND. AND ILL. 


Mr. Cannon. Colonel Smyser, last year you had $20,000 budgeted 
for 1958 for Wabash River above White River but during the year 
you have spent only $2,000 of the $20,000. For 1959 you want $25,000 
although you have spent only one-tenth of the amount provided for 
in 1958. 

Will you explain that situation? 

Colonel Smysrr. Yes, sir. 

We are keeping pace with the local interests. We held a public 
hearing at which time the local interests asked us not to go too rapidly 
so that they could submit additional data on an economic justification. 
We have been closely coordinating with the State on that and 
they now indicate that they are in a position for us to go ahead full 
blast. 

Mr. Cannon. This is in keeping with your acceleration in response 
to a recent revision of the budget? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir; we have no restriction on going ahead on 
that. 

ALLEGHENY AT SALAMANCA, N. Y. 


Mr. Cannon. What happened regarding the survey of the Allegheny 
at Salamanca that you will not be able to finish it this year as planned, 
but will need $10,400 more in 1959? 

Colonel Smyser. That is correct. We have had an increase in 
cost up there due to the necessity for conducting more detailed engi- 
neering studies. We will finish it early in the fall, we hope. 


OHIO RIVER REVIEW 


Mr. Cannon. Last year the estimated cost of the Ohio River 
review was $310,000 with a footnote that included the statement, 
‘Additional funds probably required.”” That was a very weak state- 
ment for what you now show as the cost, $1.710 million. 

Tell us about this study. 

Colonel Smyser. That study, sir, is going along as rapidly as we 
can get the necessary trained personnel. This is primarily in the 
first phase, a hydraulic investigation to determine, shall I say, the 
basic data in the light of present-day conditions. We are approaching 
the end of that and we feel that we are now in a position to give you 
an estimate of what it would take to complete the study as we now 
visualize it. 

TONNAGE 


Mr. Kirwan. Colonel, what is the tonnage hauled on the Ohio 
River? 

Colonel Smyser. Mr. Kirwan, last year’s records show that we 
had 76,400,000 tons of commerce. 

Mr. Krrwan. More tonnage than any river in the country? 

Colonel Smyser. As far as I know, yes. 

Mr. Kirwan. What river in the world hauls more? 

Colonel Smyser. I believe it depends on the ton-mileage basis. As 
far as tonnage, the Ohio is one of the most heavily traveled rivers. 

Mr. Kirwan. The Rhine is the only river in the world that hauls 
more tonnage than the Ohio River? 
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Colonel Smysrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Just that one river and that’is the Rhine. In your 
review, you say it would take a total of $1,710,000? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. We have a tremendous growth of 
industry, Mr. Kirwan and I feel that we should complete the review 
which will tell us whether the entire authorizations that have been 
given to date for flood control will accomplish what we thought it 
would in 1936, 1937, and 1938, or whether there should be some 
modifications. 

NEED FOR REVIEW 


Mr. Kirwan. How long since you have had a review like this? 

Colonel SmysEer. Never. 

Mr. Kirwan. I know myself it is necessary. Do the Army engi- 
neers think it is necessary? 

Colonel Smyser. We think it is, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. To find out just what is on the river? It was over 
76 million tons last year. 

Colonel SmyseEr. 76.4 in 1956. 

Mr. Kirwan. Then I think you should spend $1,710,000 on this 
review. Many, many things are necessary and needed on the Obio 
River? 

Colonel Smyssr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is all. 

Mr. Cannon. Any further questions? 


COST INCREASE 


Mr. Taser. Colonel, last year you submitted a proposal for the 
reyiew of the Ohio River proposition and the Ohio River review as 
estimated by your office at $310,000. Now it seems to be up to 
$1,710,000. Why is that? 

Colonel Smyser. Mr. Taber, last year you asked me with regard to 
phase I. There are two parts to phase I. One part is for the verifica- 
tion or to see whether modification of our standard project flood is 
necessary. The second point was a review of performance and 
adequacy of the completed structures. That is, those completed, 
under construction and authorized and that was the first phase for 
which I have testified we would need $310,000. That amount still 
holds, sir. 

Mr. Taser. It seems funny that it would jump from $310,000 to 
$1,710,000. 

Colonel Smyser. We have never testified before as to the amount 
of money required to complete the study after finishing phase [. 

Mr. Taser. What information do you expect to get out of spending 
this million-and-a-quarter dollars that seems to be involved here? 

Colonel Smyser. With that additional phase, we will complete the 
review of performance of existing projects. We will make a review 
of what will happen when those that Congress has authorized are 
built. We will make new damage studies in the basin which will take 
account of the current economic changes. We will develop our flood 
frequency relationships and then we will complete the full analysis of 
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the plan, coordinate with State and local interests, and then we will 


be prepared to state whether or not a modification of the plan is 
necessary at this time. 


RESULTS ACHIEVED WITH FUNDS SPENT 


Mr. Taser. What has been the result of this expenditure of what 
you have spent? What have you done with the $310,000? 

Colonel Smyser. As I mentioned, it has been primarily for the pur- 
pose of getting our basic hydraulic data. We have gotten storm 
patterns “recommended to us by the Weather Bureau. We have 
analyzed these patterns in the light of current hydraulic conditions. 
We have selected five floods and we are routing them through the 
reaches of the river. It has been primarily on hydraulic investiga- 
tions. 

Mr. Taser. How much of that have you spent? 

Colonel Smyser. | will have no significant amounts remaining as 
of the 30th of June of this year. 

Mr. Taser. How much have you spent so far? 

Colonel Smyser. All but $30,000 or $40,000 will be spent. I can 
supply that exact figure, if you want, as of any date. 

(The information referred to follows:) 

The expenditures from initiation of the Ohio River review in fiscal year 1957 
through March 31, 1958, are $204,254.87. 

Mr. Taser. What have vou gotten as a result of it? 

Colonel Smyser. We have gotten a substantial completion of the 
hydraulic work. I mentioned ‘that we have selected from the 15 storm 
patterns, 5 floods. We have developed routing coefficients through 
many reaches and we are now carrying on the verification of our 
standard design flood. I am sorry that I am so technical, but it is a 
matter of hydraulic investigation, getting our basic data up to date, 
determining what is the existing condition today, and, shall we say, 
how it would affect the plan in the light of what is the situation today. 
It is primarily all hydraulic investigations, sir. 

Mr. Taser. I guess that is all. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. [ have one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Andersen. 


PURPOSE OF THE REVIEW 


Mr. AnperseEN. Colonel, I am trying to visualize this study. Are 
you trying to arrive at a — in the future as to the potentialities 
of the Ohio River and as to what is necessary in the line of control 
work of various types? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir; we are. We are trying to up-date the 
conditions that exist. Eighty -one reservoirs, among other things, were 
authorized for the Ohio River of which only approximately less than 
40 are actually built. We feel that we must examine and see whether 
the choice of reservoir sites was correct, whether the operation methods 
are correct, and whether they will do today what we hoped they would 
do 20 years ago. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You feel that perhaps the expenditure of this 
ao may possibly result in a saving to the taxpayer in the 
uture? 


25230—58—pt. 2——18 
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Colonel Smysxr. I think it may certainly result in a better plan 
than what we have today. 

Mr. AnprersEeN. How far ahead are you projecting your line of 
thinking as far as the whole Ohio River is concerned? Thirty or forty 
years? 

Colonel Smysser. I would say that when we finish we hope to be 
thinking in terms of 50 years. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. That is all. 

Mr. Taser. Is the thing being done on an incremental benefit basis, 
taking into account the existing projects? 

Colonel Smysrer. We will have to take into account the existing 
projects, but we have not come to that yet in the second phase. 
Today we are just getting our basic hydraulic information. 

Mr. Taser. It seems like quite a sizable figure for this, is it not? 

Colonel Smysrr. Yes, but there is a large plan on the Ohio Basin for 
flood control which in very round figures will be in the neighborhood 
of a billion dollars. That is the total authorized flood control program 
and it is only about 40 percent completed. There is considerable 
room for saving if we can determine it accurately as to what should 
be done. I would be much happier and we would be in a much 
stronger position to do it as we want to do it. 


RIVER TONNAGE 


Mr. Fenton. Colonel, I was interested in Mr. Kirwan’s question 
about river tonnage. I wonder whether or not you could insert in the 
record a table enumerating the various rivers of the country as to 
tonnage and then you can go beyond that, if you care to. 

Colonel Smyser. I am certain that the engineers have that tabula- 
tion and I will be happy to insert it in the record. 

Mr. Fenton. Thank you. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


The tonnages carried on the principal inland waterways of the United States 
during calendar year 1956 are as follows: 


River: 1956 Tonnage 
Ohio River (main stem) _----- PE ae re abe See eee _.. 76, 377, 000 
Mississippi River (inland traffic only) 5 egetwle hits a de ioe a .... 70, 652, 000 


rn = che So ss ig et tobe tema 36, 957, 000 
Delaware River (inland traffic only) - .. 33, 484, 000 
Hudson River (inland traffic only)_.....-...-.-.-.-...-.--- 27, 371, 000 
I a aca laild 19, 637, 000 
Columbia River Sy stem (inland traffic "yale ps SRE eel 19, 252, 000 
rs, fect eo et ie ab obma an aeucos .. 12, 299, 000 
enn) 20h 2 okt 8 UE ek Ae Ba 8, 368, 000 


tl nt aie two muse aM See a 5, 154, 000 
re ee ON SOOT on cmc em can an weieeamed 4, 858, 000 
ne ow an de make ae oe 4, 409, 000 
nN Gina resi eo foe ne Sak Seo ewe eee 4, 333, 000 
Sennen iO Tos Souls Ub irs cea lee 3, 038, 000 


Re MRE PORN: DRAWER oc bist. iad Sw deed dt be on wd ucdcwards 1, 249, 000 
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ConstTRUCTION, GENERAL 
ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DeEsIGN 
PIKE ISLAND LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, OHIO AND W. VA. 


Mr. Cannon. Passing on to the Pike Island locks and dam, Ohio 
River, we will insert at this point pages 6, 7, and 8. 

I take for granted there are no questions. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND 
DESIGN—LOCKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION) 





PrkE Istanp Locks AnD Dam, Onto River, Onto anp W. Va. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The site of the locks and dam is in Belmont County, 
Ohio, and Ohio County, W. Va., on the Ohio River, about 2 miles upstream from 
Warwood, W. Va. and about 84.3 miles below the head of the river at Pittsburgh, 
Pa. The project will consist of a high-lift, gated-crest, nonnavigable type dam 
and two locks with usable dimensions of 110 x 1 ,200 feet and 110 x 600 feet. 

Authorization —1909 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Daembed Poteet 00tes.: 2 2 ooo ness i eb oe Saba. $60, 900, 000 
Pawmates non-Federe: e000 -. os obs. A Le es 1, 370, 000 

Cas Gurnee 0 SL a, A 0 

IN ee stn ai eins n> deka ari imnbicbinetona ae 1, 370, 000 
Tobe GRpintee- DIGIOOS CONG. 6ciss Sc es Shane hie nonn nn ssne dan 62, 270, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate... ............--..------.-.-- 400, 000 
ApprOneiAtians $0 fd UNG LO voces nein spe mienene tap 50, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959__........_.-..-------- : 250, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959_ 100, 000 

JUSTIFICATION 


The Ohio River is one of the most important inland waterways of the world. 
It%is the vital link between the northern industrial States, such as West Virginia, 
Pennsylvania, and Ohio, and the South and southern gulf ports. The products 
which it bears in vast quantities are iron and steel; coal and coke for the manu- 
facture of iron and steel; fuel oil, gasoline and other petroleum products; sulfur; 
limestone; and iron and steel scrap. Tonnages of traffic are very large and have 
been constantly increasing. For example, in 1945 annual tonnage was about 34 
million; in 1950 it approached 50 million tons and in 1956 it was over 76 million 
tons, of which over 12 million tons consisting mainly of coal, oil, and gasoline, 
and iron and steel products, passed through the project area 

The basic iron and steel industry is dependent upon river - transportation via 
the Ohio River. Steel manufacturers at Pittsburgh, Pa.; Weirton, W. Va.; 
Steubenville, Ohio; Wheeling, W. Va., and points downstream use the river 
extensively to ship their finished products. he heavy concentration of steel 
production below Pittsburgh receives practically all of its requirements of coking 
coal in barges which traverse the Ohio, and much of its limestone and other 
important operating supplies are delivered in the same manner. Their de- 
pendence upon river transportation is not merely a matter of operating economy, 
but if river shipments were halted for any appreciable length of time their opera- 
tions would be critically curtailed. 
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Locks 10 and 11, which will be replaced by Pike Island locks and dam, were 
constructed in the period 1904-16. These structures, because they are single 
locks of limited length, cannot handle efficiently the growing volume of traffic 
now using the Ohio River. In addition, these structures are in a badly deterio- 
rated condition and it is possible that either one of them may have to be closed 
for extensive and prolonged repairs at any time because of a major failure, which 
would be disastrous for the essential traffic which moves through this section of 
the Ohio River. The advanced age of existing structures and the continued 
trend toward larger and longer tows have dictated the need for a comprehensive 
plan of progressive replacement of existing lock and dam facilities on the Ohio River. 

Non-Federal cost.—Construction of the project will require modification of 
existing facilities which were originally constructed under Hexsartinent of Army 
permit pursuant to section 10 of the River and Harbor Act approved March 3, 
1899. The owners will adapt their facilities to new project conditions at an 
estimated cost of $1,370,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. However, owners of affected 
private facilities which are located within the limits of the river under Federal 
jurisdiction will be expected to modify those facilities at their own expense in 
accordance with the permit regulations under which the facilities were originally 
constructed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$60,900,000 reflects a decrease of $6 million from the latest estimate ($66,900,000) 
submitted to Congress. tevision of appraisal data, valuations and estimates 
for lands and damages accounts for a decrease of $1,059,200 and more detailed 
investigations and design on the lock, dam, and channel features account for a 
decrease of $9,689,900. These decreases totaling $10,749,100 were partially off- 
set by an increase of $4,749,100 accounted for by price-level rise of $2,334,300, 
increase of $1,816,700 in the relocations and pool preparation features due to 
more detailed investigations and design, increase of $97,000 due to addition of 
recreation and buildings, grounds, and utilities features, provision for contribu- 
tion to retirement fund amounting to $294,000, and increase of $207,100 in 
engineering and design and supervision and administration due to reanalysis 
of requirements. 


CONSTRUCTION 
MAXWELL LOCKS AND DAM, MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA. AND W. VA. 


Mr. Cannon. We will now go on to Maxwell locks and dam, 
Monongahela River, and will insert pages 10 and 11. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND 
DESIGN—LOCKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION) 


MaxwE.tut Locks AND DamM, MONONGAHELA River, Pa. AND W. Va. 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The site of the locks and dam is in Fayette and 
Washington Counties, Pa., on the Monongahela River at Maxwell, Pa., and about 
61.3 miles above the mouth of the river at Pittsburgh, Pa. The project will 
consist of a gated-crest, nonnavigable dam and two locks with usable dimensions 
of 84 x 720 feet and 56 x 720 feet. 

Authorization.—1909 River and Harbor Act (subject to approval of Secretary 
of the Army). 

Benefit-cost ratio—2.75 to 1 (for improvement of middle Monongahela River). 


Summarized financial data 
SRE UIE ON en ee cmon abel Mes linseed hha ie $29, 100, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost_....................-.---- sasaitie 1, 220, 000 


I ns we inh ex signs carers arin ss cs aan 0 
IS NG ES EP ae ca ne ee 1, 220, 000 
Total estimated project cost. ................--.------ saccana 0, d00, OOO 
Preconstruction planning estimate__._....__.___--- ee ee 420, 000 
ie SO SUDO) BOOS... nc ccc cnceceenscccnncawenn 50, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959_................-..----. 275, 000 


Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959- 95, 000 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The proposed comprehensive plan of improvement for the middle Monongahela 
River is based on the ultimate need for orderly replacement of navigation facilities 
between dam 4 and dam 8. The plan consists of raising pool 4 by reconstruction 
of dam 4 integrated with construction of Maxwell locks and dam to replace 
existing locks and dams 5 and 6 and construction of Grays Landing lock and dam 
to replace existing lock anddam 7. The practicable capacity of the existing locks 
has been reached and the consistent increase in commerce and modernization of 

_towing equipment make it necessary to provide larger locks in this reach of river. 

The replacement of locks and dam 5 is the immediate need in the improvement 
plan due to obsolescence and inadequacy of the structures. Locks and dam 5 
are 48 years old and approaching the end of their useful physical life. In addition, 
the locks are inadequate for present and prospective traffic on this part of the 
Monongahela River. In 1956 traffic through locks 5 was almost 24 million tons 
compared to about 8,600,000 tons in 1935. The increase in tonnage through the 
years is due principally to depletion of metallurgical coal along the lower river 
resulting in development of upriver sources of this coal. Locks and dam 6, 
partially reconstructed 41 years ago, are also approaching the age where plans 
for replacement must be considered. Accordingly, the plan of improvement 
provides for replacement of both locks and dams 5 and 6 by a single modern struc- 
ture supplemented by raising of pool 4. 

Non-Federal cost.—Construction of the project will require modification of 
existing facilities which were originally constructed under Department of Army 
permit pursuant to section 10 of the River and Harbor Act approved March 3, 
1899. he owners will adapt their facilities to new project conditions at an 
estimated cost of $1,220,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. However, owners of affected 
private facilities which are located within the limits of the river under Federal 
jurisdiction will be expected to modify those facilities at their own expense in 
accordance with the permit regulations under which the facilities were originally 
constructed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$29,100,000 reflects an increase of $800,000 over the latest estimate submitted to 
Congress ($28,300,000). This increase is due to price level rise of $1,007,700 and 
provision for contributions to the retirement fund amounting to $152,300, partially 
offset by a reduction of $360,000 due to reanalysis of requirements for engineering 
and design and supervision and administration. 


OPEKISKA LOCK AND DAM, MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA. AND W. VA. 


Mr. Cannon. We will now turn to Opekiska lock and dam, 
Monongahela River. Insert pages 13 and 14. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL; ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN; 
LOCKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION) 


OprexkisKA Lock aND Dam, MoNONGAHELA River, Pa. anp W. Va. 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The site of the lock and dam is in Monongalia 
County, W. Va., on the Monongahela River, about 115.4 miles above the mouth 
of the river at Pittsburgh, Pa. The project will consist of a gated-crest-type dam 
and a single lock with dimensions of 84 by 600 feet. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.83 to 1 (for improvement of upper Monongahela River). 
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Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers)._..........---.---- $21, 000, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (United States Coast Guard)___.....____- 11, 000 
SE I OR oon cen cawenandeannoccnccednces= 144, 000 

ann KA n nn ehehentahadawadeanas ds 0 

So ot ee eganckedeucoucn 144, 000 
ee en th CE oS. doteUbw en ceuemcencoees 21, 155, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate -_-...............-...---.---- 225, 000 
PEE SD BUNS OU, 2006... 8 cen da wn er eccnvnoeesees 100, 000 
Planning allocation for fixcal year 1959__.__.....---.------------ 125, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959_ 0 

JUSTIFICATION 


The project is an integral unit in the authorized comprehensive plan of improve- 
ment of the upper Monongahela River for navigation and will replace existing 
locks and dams Nos. 14 and 15. This unit is the final link in the upper Monon- 
gahela River improvement designed to eliminate small antiquated locks Nos. 10 
to 15, inclusive, with 3 modern structures and to increase the channel depth from 
7 to 9 feet from pool No. 8 to the head of the river. Morgantown lock and 
dam, a replacement for locks and dams Nos. 10 and 11, was completed and placed 
in operation in 1950. Hildebrand lock and dam next upstream, a replacement 
for locks and dams Nos. 12 and 13, is currently under construction and is sched- 
uled for completion in calendar year 1959. Raising the crest of dam No. 8 to 
eliminate restricted depth in the upper reach of the pool will be initiated in the 
current fiscal year and is scheduled for completion in 1960. Existing locks and 
dams Nos. 14 and 15 were constructed during the period 1901-03 and the life of 
these structures cannot be extended to meet the burden of expected future increases 
in movement of coal reserves from the contiguous area as the reserves of metallur- 
gical coal on the lower and middle reaches of the Monongahela River become 
depleted. In addition, more economical operation and maintenance for the 
Government will result from replacement of these old and obsolete structures 
with one modern lock and dam at the Opekiska site. 

Non-Federal cost.—Direct cooperation on the part of local interests is not 
required by the 1950 River and Harbor Act. However, facilities within the limits 
of the river under Federal jurisdiction must be altered by the owners, in accordance 
with Department of Army permit regulations, to meet navigation requirements. 
Utility adjustments by the owners will be necessary at an estimated cost of 
$144,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates ——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$21 million reflects an increase of $1,100,000 over the latest estimate submitted 
to Congress ($19,900,000). The increase is due to a price level rise of $817,100 
and a reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and supervision and 
administration amounting to $282,900 including contributions to the retirement 
fund. 


Mr. Cannon. Colonel Smyser, this project was not budgeted last 
year but was added by the Senate. Why did not the corps feel this 
was of sufficiently high priority to include it in the budget last year? 

Colonel Smysmr. Sir, we have a definite limitation on the number of 
projects that we can initiate and it has to be done on a national basis. 
I believe that the Chief of Engineers felt that he could not recommend 
all of the projects that he would like to start and this was one that 
was not recommended last year. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. On the record. 

You consider the lock and dam projects on the upper Monongahela 
as one comprehensive project? 





| 
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Colenel:Smyser. We do, sir. That is, beginning with lock and 
dam No. 8. 


DISCRIPTION OF PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. Would you point out on the map the parts of this 
project and give us the status of each of them? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 

Lock and dam 8, the raising of the dam was appropriated for last 
year. 

Mr. Cannon. Please locate that. 

Colonel Smyser. That is near Point Marion on the State line. 
The raising of that dam will be under contract this spring. The 
Morgantown lock and dam has been completed. The Hildebrand 
lock and dam is under construction. The Opekiska lock and dam 
will complete the modernization of that section of the river and will 
insure full 9-foot navigation throughout. 


PROJECT COSTS 


Mr. Kirwan. I see that the total project cost is estimated at 
$21,155,000. 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. What makes up the $144,000 in non-Federal costs? 

Colonel Smyser. The non-Federal costs item there is primarily 
the alterations to structures which the owners will have to do to take 
advantage of the higher pool. 

Mr. Kirwan. It just comes to $144,000? 

Colonel Smyser. It happens that there are very few facilities there 
that will have to be altered. 

Mr. Kirwan. All the rest is Federal cost? 

Colonel Smysmr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. That is all. 


BARREN RESERVOIR, KY. 


Mr. Cannon. We will now take up the No. 2 Barren Reservoir 
in Kentucky, and will insert pages 16 and 17. There are no questions. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND 
DESIGN—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


No. 2 BARREN ReEseEryorr, Ky. 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The dam is to be located on the Barren River, 79.2 
miles above its mouth, in Barren and Allen Counties, Ky., about 10 miles north- 
east of Scottsville and 95 miles south of Louisville, Ky. The site is 228.7 miles 
above the Ohio River, and about 6 miles below the mouth of Skaggs Creek, the 
principal tributary of the Barren River above the site. The reservoir will extend 
upstream a distance of about 41 miles and will lie in Barren and Allen Counties. 
The unit, as now proposed, provides for an earth and concrete dam with an un- 
controlled spillway and outlet works, and necessary relocations of highways and 
utilities. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.3 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


nT EM ae Se on ceeuakacecescdnebanes $22, 500, 000 
een seer ene GONG... che et een ee cet cenwuce 0 
ee NNER... oh 2h Cl has Sh SHAR SESs wc w enn ss 0 
I i tras lala 0 
ARR ORUMRIRG DIOICCL O0Gba é oa on gn 3 scp etre ee bn cL seas 22, 500, 000 


Preconstruction planning estimate__.......-...--.---...------- 195, 000 


Appropriations to June 30, 1958_____-_-_-- eae a Dede pba wind eial ote 75, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959____.............---_---- 120, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959_ 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Barren Reservoir project is one of 81 reservoir units authorized for flood 
control and other purposes in the Ohio River Basin and is a highly desirable 
unit in the plan for flood control in the Barren and Green River Valleys. Opera- 
tion of the reservoir for flood control will greatly reduce flood stages along the 
Barren River below the dam, and, in combination with four other authorized 
reservoir units in the Green River Basin, will aid in the reduction of flood stages 
along the Green River, and will contribute to the reduction of major flood flows 
in the lower Ohio and Mississippi Rivers. Of the authorized reservoirs in the 
Green River Basin, one (Rough River Reservoir) is currently under construction 
and the other (Nolin Reservoir) is in the active planning stage. The No. 2 
Barren Reservoir will control a drainage area of 941 square miles or about 10 
percent of the Green River Basin. The flood plain areas of the Green and Barren 
Rivers have been devoted primarily to agriculture. However, the lower 100 
miles of the Green River has recently been improved for navigation and additional 
mining and industrial activity in future years is expected in this area. Urban 
damage from flooding occurs at Bowling Green, Rochester, Central City and 
Livermore. The project will afford substantial flood-control benefits to agri- 
cultural and urban areas in the Barren and Green Valleys and to the additional 
industrial developments now being established. In addition, the conservation 
pool will provide incidental recreational facilities. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current estimate of $22,500,000 is 
an increase of $900,000 over the latest estimate ($21,600,000) submitted to Con- 
gress. The increase is the result of price level changes in the amount of $843,000, 
provision for recreational facilities in the amount of $280,000 and provision for 
retirement contribution in the amount of $135,000. The increase was partially 
offset by a reduction in costs of $78,000 in supervision and administration, follow- 
ing a reanalysis of requirements and a reduction of $280,000 in the estimated 
cost of the dam. 


POUND RESERVOIR, VA. 


Mr. Cannon. The next item is the Pound Reservoir in Virginia 
and we will insert pages 19 and 20, 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND 
DESIGN—RESERVOIRS, FLOOD CONTROL 


Pounp ReEseERvorR, VA. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—This project is located on Pound River, a tributary 
of the Big Sandy River, in Dickenson County, Va. The reservoir would be 
created by the construction of a rockfill dam for flood control and conservation 
purposes. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.67 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data ; 
PRINEE PEROT OM oe. oo. wee ati nee sta enti ae oracatroim es eco ie a $16, 900, 7 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contributions 


be ts dU eo SUS Ak eee ae ewe ded . 

CRNAT ONG creas sc tebb aod. <ideiinaadiencnd Chateau wa’ 0 
ees GHUIMOIO VRHONS GONG 6 «oan cwomnbistnntiddnndaeen done nac 16, 900, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate___......-..----- celine caiatncna’ 475, 000 
Appropriations to June 00,1006. coe es 100, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959__............_-.-.------ 150, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959__ 225, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will function as a unit of a proposed three reservoir system in the 
Big Sandy Basin. The system will provide nearly complete protection from 
all floods of record along the reach from the confluence of Russell and Levisa 
Forks to approximately 20 miles below the city of Pikeville. The affected 
areas are transshipping points and supply, administrative, and residential cen- 
ters for a large surrounding area that is a major coal production center and a 
minor center for oil and gas production. The greater floods also result in ex- 
tended interruptions of arterial traffic between the Midwest and Southeast on 
U. 8. Highway 23, and of railroad freight transfers between these regions by 
flooding of the Chesapeake & Ohio Railway. The proposed reservoir system 
together with the local protection project proposed for construction at Prestons- 
burg, Ky., under Public Law 685, 84th Congress, 2d session, will protect the main 
business district from floods equivalent to the maximum of record. This proposed 
system acting with the completed Dewey Reservoir will result in substantial 
flood reductions at Paintsville and the lower reach of Levisa Fork and materially 
reduce headwater flooding along the Big Sandy River. On the Big Sandy exist- 
ing industries are such as the Ashland Oil & Refining Co. plant (periodically 
expanded since World War II) and an extraction plant of the Union Carbide & 
Carbon Corp. Recently, the United Fuel Gas Co. has announced plans for the 
construction of an $8 million extraction plant in this area, and Montecatini (an 
Italian general chemical manufacturer) has announced tentative plans for a 
$200 million chemical plant on the Big Sandy. Both States, bordering the Big 
Sandy, Ky., and W. Va., are presently engaged in construction pointed toward 
trunk highways running the entire length of the Big Sandy. The general devel- 
opment trends for the area indicate that during the economic life of the proposed 
projects, the areas bordering the entire length of the Big Sandy will become a 
highly developed industrial and urban reach. The general trend of post-World 
War II development of the Ohio River Valley indicates that the 30-mile reach 
from the mouth of the Big Sandy River (near the center of the Huntington- 
Ashland metropolitan area; 1950 population of 245,795) to Portsmouth, Ohio 
(1950 population, 36,798), will become a continuous chain of industrial and urban 
development in the near future. Growth at a more moderate rate has occurred 
and is expected to continue in the 100-mile reach from Portsmouth to Cincinnati, 
Ohio. The proposed reservoir system, acting as units of the Ohio River compre- 
hensive system, will effect significant reduction of all Ohio River floods in the 
30-mile reach. The storage provided by the system will be effective to a lesser 
extent in reducing flood stages in other downstream areas along the Ohio River. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—Not applicable. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$16,900,000 reflects an increase of $300,000 over the latest estimate ($16,600,000) 
submitted to Congress. Escalation of the previous estimate to reflect price level 
rise, and inclusion of $100,000 to provide for recreational facilities resulted in an 
increase of $400,000. The increase was partially offset by reduction in the esti- 
mate for engineering and design work ($65,000) and in the estimate for dam 
construction ($35,000). 


Mr. Cannon. Colonel Smyser, this is another project unbudgeted, 
added by the Senate last year. Why was this project of too low 
priority to be budgeted last year? 
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Colonel Smyserr. I believe that the severe floods that occurred in 
the Big Sandy Basin in the latter part of January 1957 caused every- 
body to realize the necessity of some immediate action. 

Mr. Cannon. That was subsequent to the preparation of the 
budget? 

Colonel Smyser. That was subsequent to the preparation of the 
budget submission for fiscal year 1958. 

Mr. Cannon. How much of the $100,000 for 1958 has been obligated 
up to this time? 

Colonel Smyser. I would rather supply that for the record as 
of today. 

Mr. Cannon. You may insert that. 

(The material referred to follows:) 

The obligations to March 31, 1958, on the Pound Reservoir, Va., are $25,566.30 

Mr. Cannon. How much has been obligated? 

Colonel Smyser. A substantial part of it has been obligated. There 
will be very little either not obligated or not expended by the end of 
the year. 

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. Tell the committee something about this project and 
the status of it. 


Colonel Smyser. This project, sir, is a replacement for the Clint- 
wood project. 

Mr. Cannon. That is shown on the map opposite page 19? 

Colonel Smyser. That is right. That was one of the authorized 
reservoirs in the comprehensive plan for the Ohio Basin. In connec- 
tion with other reservoirs, this project is expected to give substantial 
protection to the area on the Big Sandy Basin below the reservoirs 
as well as benefits in the Ohio Basin. 

Mr. Cannon. It ties in with the other projects on the Big Sandy 
Basin? 

Mr. Smysemr. It ties in with the projects in the Big Sandy Basin. 

Mr. Cannon. What about local cooperation? Did you have any 
local opposition? 

Colonel Smyser. No, sir. We have no local opposition to impound- 
ing this reservoir, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Any questions? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Mr. Chairman, while there is no opposition, neither 
is there any cash contribution. 

Colonel Smysrr. No, sir. In all of our flood control reservoir proj- 
ects, there is no cash contribution that I am aware of. 

Mr. ANprerRsEN. Any contributions in any way? 

Colonel Smysrr. No, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. We saw $140,000 in another item put up by the 
locality. Here is a pretty big project. 

Colonel Smyser. May I explain that other one? That was not a 
contribution. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That was an expenditure? 

Colonel Smyser. That was an expenditure they would have to 
make. to alter their facilities because we would change the pool level. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That is all. 
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Mr. Cannon. You think contributions in that respect amply 
compensate for the advantages which the communities receive? 
Colonel Smyser. In the other case, in the navigation project; yes, 
sir. 
FLOOD CONTROL FUNCTION 


Mr. Cannon. To what extent, if at all, does this contribute to 
flood control on the Ohio River? 

Colonel SmyseEr. It will have an effect on the Ohio River, sir, and 
if you wish I can submit a table which will show how much as an 
element of the basin plan it would contribute to the Ohio River on 
any particular flood. 

Mr. Cannon. You will insert that at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Pound Reservoir would contribute the following reductions to major Ohio 
River floods at dam No. 29 near Ashland, Ky., in addition to reductions effected 
by a system of 23 completed flood control reservoirs and 1 proposed reservoir 
above dam No. 29: 

Additional reduction 
from Pound Reservoir 
Flood: foot 
| a ee ee ee ae en ee ee 0. 2 
December 1950 
a ee 
February 1958 
TERN: ROE Gini dc cncncnacun inh ema neta dg enmne ats a aetmaia ae 


Mr. Cannon. It is a contribution? 

Colonel Smyser. It is a contribution to the overall plan. 

Mr. Taser. What sort of storage will there be in this one? 

Colonel Smyser. I can give you that. 

The capacity of the reservoir at flood-control pool is 106,000 acre- 
feet, sir. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


no Wr bo 


WEST BRANCH OF THE MAHONING RIVER 


Mr. Krrwan. I say sincerely I cannot understand this. Take a 
look at the projects here involving millions of dollars with hardly any 
local contribution. 

The best project, in my humble belief, in the country, is this one 
of the West Branch of the Mahoning River. I cannot understand 
the Army Engineers. They built 2 reservoirs up there and the first 
time they ever dumped a dime into Youngstown, Ohio, was at a cost 
of $10 million. 

When they ran out of water in 1939, they were only going 60 
percent of capacity to produce steel in the district and that capacity 
was 7 million tons. There was no water to produce any more steel. 
Can you imagine a nation that had fallen so low that the third largest 
steel center in the world only had 11 billion gallons of water? Here 
the State was paying more tax money than six Western States and 
today paying probably $600 million in income tax. Now they come 
in here and ask the Federal Government to build a dam on the west 
branch of the Mahoning River and the Federal Government wants 
$6 million from them as their portion. 
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The dam is only going to cost $12 million, but they want one-half 
of it. Yet look where they are spending hundreds of millions of 
dollars on dams and local contributions are practically nil. 

There is something wrong with the system, is there not? 

You are living up to the act of Congress and I am not blaming the 
Army Engineers, but there is something wrong with the system where 
a district is paying $600 million in taxes and then has got to pay one- 
half of what it costs to build this dam. 

Mr. Fogarty. What about the dams you got built? 

Mr. Krrwan. They built two dams and it cost only $10 million. 
That is all the money they put in there. Is that correct? 

Colonel Smyser. That is approximately correct. 

Mr. Taser. Is there any conservation district in this particular 
project? 

Colonel Smyser. No, sir. 

Mr. Krrwan. Yes, right in the district I represent. Miami was 
the only place in the United States and the second place is Youngs- 
town, Ohio. There was a conservatory district set up in Columbus 
and built their own dam probably at a cost of $10 million or $15 
million. 

I think they are the only two places in the United States and they 
are both in Ohio. 

Mr. Taser. I wonder why there is not some bit of local coopera- 
tion on this Pound project. 

Mr. Kirwan. I don’t know. Whatever the system is, it certainly 
is not the best in the world where they spend two hundreds of millions 
of dollars in projects throughout the world and there is hardly any 
local cooperation. 

As soon as you spend $6 million then they want $6 million more 
from us to match it. 

POUND RESERVOIR 


Mr. Taser. Is there a water supply proposition involved in this? 

Colonel Smyser. In Pound, sir? 

Mr. Taser. Yes. 

Colonel Smyser. No, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Is it a dry dam? 

Colonel Smyser. It is not a dry dam. 

Mr. Taser. Is it a power dam? 

Colonel Smyser. No, sir. It is flood control. 

Mr. Taser. Just flood control? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes. 

Mr. Taser. Will it be dry most of the time? 

Colonel Smyser. No, sir. It will have a conservation pool per- 
manently. That is the pool which stays in the dam at all times. It 
is small but there is one there. It is about 12,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Taser. About 10 percent of the whole thing? 

Colonel Smyser. About that, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What is that maintained for? 

Colonel Smyser. For a variety of purposes. One of them most 
obviously is to benefit conservation, fish and wildlife. It will be used 
for recreational purposes. 
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Mr. Taser. How will’they get into it for recreational purposes? 
How can they get down into this small project and use it? 

Colonel Smysrer. You would have to come in by a road, sir. That 
is the way at most of the flood control reservoirs which have conserva- 
tion pools which people go to for recreation. 

Mr. Taser. A good conservation pool costs a considerable amount? 

Colonel Smyser. No, sir. We would have it, anyway. 

Mr. Taser. You mean you maintain that, anyway, regardless? 

Colonel Smyser. I mean when you build a flood control reservoir 
the only thing you have to do to maintain the conservation pool is 
not to open your outlet all the way. 

Mr. Taser. That is all I have. 


MARKLAND LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, KY., IND., AND OHIO 


Mr. Cannon. Passing on to construction, we will take up the 
Markland locks and dam on the Ohio River. 

We will insert pages 21—a through 26. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION) 


MARKLAND Locks AND Dam, Outro Rrvmr, Ky., IND., anD OnI0 


(Continuing) 
Gy DIRE ois on edt oon ewe eeea ee cake ene $11, 000, 000 
TeUVeee: MOeNENS— | ok ocean cnenceusanewenween oes 11, 000, 000 
TOPOS UR BORNE. 8 8. 5 ann ccancddcdccicnent wie eee 0 


The increases will be applied as follows: 
























1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Comes eee OF BAIMS.. « <n ic 5s ncn cc cece cinescensasce $730, 500 $1, 350, 000 $619, 500 
Continue construction of locks.- Staab Ticatsenaninlahea 6, 053, 200 3, 773, 200 —2, 280, 000 
Initiate construction of dam....-.........-..-......-- lacie 700, 000 1, 700, 000 1, 000, 000 
Continue relocation of railroads and utilities.....--.-.-------- 2, 710, 000 3, 057, 800 347, 800 
BEDS DERERENED OF TORI octet ceesectenidunesectatecunt 0 290, 000 290, 000 
Ee a ee 200, 000 200, 000 0 
Supervision and administration.........................-...-- 606, 300 629, 000 22, 700 
mn itl Se ee | 31,000,000 | 11,000, 000 | 0 
Revised completion shedule 

1959 budget Revised 

estimate 
I I, a cnnkademibuplbelinntol<mpeeeintiaeindiaammicaadinateaiael June 30,1963 | Mar. 31, 1962 
OE 8 ile RIES A ATRL SANE ACR SSS ST ae th, wr ae 1961 | June 30, 1961 

PR ins coe ck ap ive en sbskdeccadscdudebdatbhabschidoummenatlaieaeee Do. 

Reservoir, pool preparation 'ooeee slidstdind aes lines Abana eel chcdiianey linia adighchltahall june “30, 1963 | Mar. 31, 1962 
PI ia cticgpniniaiqat ice dink dbicdimenbte apie iinkaniiiad beleiniaaiiintes teint Dec. 31,1962 | Dee. 31, 1961 
I petite dk nonlin sida nucneinahauaetinidibeen tumaenmanie mnie tte ae Feb. 23, 1959 | Feb. 28° 1959 
CI io na ni cac accncsdbancth Unthdadddcebausedwabeeeebadeeadakasaia | Dee. 31, 1961 | Dec. 31, 1961 


Buildings, grounds, and utilities -do- ..| June 30, 1961 
Recreational facilities... Sasdndadhinae ipnneénaknatineesniicastin ae June 30, 1963 Do. 





Location.—The project is located in the vicinity of Markland, Ind., 
hio, and 531.5 miles below Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Authorization.—1909 River and Harbor Act (sec. 6). 


below Cincinnati, 


Benefit-cost ratio.—4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 
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61 miles 


Accumulated 











Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
NEE CUIIIII W oo oo dd oe cececddcnneowes ss orcact alan rack rc $71, 300, 000 i wor wed 
er Oo cha mbenddadabseradchatnennbaent BOR Nese ae ates 
Cash contributions. -_-...........- aoe senieniemaned ~aanelathiaanaes 2 
og eee a= waucdlibe nia Sabiades 100, 000 |- 
Total estimated project cost.....................---.-..--- ‘ wai 71, 400, 000 | siete 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_.....-.-- eo hasta onetime é 7, 040, 000 be 
INE SEDO ONOED SOD so cise seedieiwninecesunctoucesnecons 9, 310, 000 |. : 
Appropriations to date... _-_-- wee : Aaa --| 16,350,000 | 23 
Appropriations requested fiscal year ea ee ...| 11,000,000 | 8 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959.................-.-.-----.-.------ | 43, 950, 000 & 
| 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Nonnavigable, gate controlled. 
Length, feet: 1,416. 
Gate, number: 12. 
Length, clear span in feet: 100. 
Damming, height in feet: 40. 
Locks: 
Number: 2. 
Size of chambers, feet: 
Main lock: 110 by 1,200. 
Auxiliary lock: 110 by 600. 
Normal lift, feet: 35. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 
| Percent | Comple tio 
| complete | | schedule 
a i cidamicetetsin teense ae emia ania 
Il ac Drawn cceiddeedncncennnnnnesecis iintehtipcalei taal 3 | Dec. 31, 1961 
i sess inna dneeab pn snen tndseinaminennciesiabonieoagenieiiei ‘i 0 | Do. 
Reservoir, _ preparation p35) = iaciti ‘ c 0 | June 30, 1963 
RM cnt hees sg leche ie hada OT winteciaincinicmalialaicecinicisnapm aan 0 | Dee. 31, 1962 
Locks______- Seite ‘A : rete ay 57 | Feb. 28, 1959 
Channels __- ; ; 3 cake SRE A 51 | Dee. 31, 1961 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities . ‘ : ‘i | 0 | Do. 
Recreational facilities a ; . | 0 | June 30, 1963 
ater peeiect. ........4....... iad 19 | Do, 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will replace 5 existing Ohio River locks and dams (Nos. 35, 36’ 
37, 38, and 39), incorporating modern lock facilities comprising 2 parallel chambers 
110 feet wide by 1,200 feet long and 110 feet wide by 600 feet long in lieu of the 
single 110 foot by 600 foot obsolescent locks now in service at each of the existing 
structures to be eliminated. By the time the Markland project can be completed, 
3 of the existing structures will have been in service from 40 to 50 years and the 
other 2 about 35 years. All of the structures to be replaced will require major 








' 
; 
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repairs within the next few years and some elements of them probably will require 
reconstruction. Lock and dam 37 has deteriorated to such an extent that major 
repairs would be required at excessive cost. Failure of this structure would 
cause very serious and extensive disruption of traffic in the heavily traveled 
Cincinnati reach of the river. 

The existing structures were designed and built principally for downstream coal 
movement. During the period since their construction, the character of the 
traffic has changed considerably until now the upstream and downstream tonnage 
is approaching equality. Moreover, the existing locks are not adequate to handle 
efficiently the modern type of tows and the volume of traffic now using the river. 
Many tows exceed the 600-foot length of the existing locks and must be broken 
and put through in sections. This situation results in substantial delays and 
causes difficulties when other tows arrive at the locks and have to wait their turn. 

The Markland pool will combine 5 existing pools into 1 unbroken reach of 
river some 95 miles long. In this reach is located the Cincinnati harbor area, 
with terminals and rail transfer points distributed along some 25 miles of river- 
front. Also in this area, are four large steam-electric plants which receive their 
coal supplies by river. 

Traffic on the Ohio River has doubled on an average of once every 11 years 
since completion of the present system and at an even faster rate in the Markland 
pool area. All indications are that the growth in traffic will continue for many 
years and may be accelerated by the rapid industrial expansion now taking place 
in the valley. However, construction and maintenance of adequate navigation 
structures to accommodate modern towing equipment is essential to the continued 
development of the area and to meet the growing need for economical transporta- 
tion of the bulk and finished products of the area. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $11 million will be applied to— 


Cantal Senwebiion Of lanes 3. ooo no oe oe eect cee ee $730, 500 
Clopsisnts- GONSGetIe OE TOGKS .. 5 2. <6 kon neh nanoderscane baw 6, 053, 200 
Festbiets GORE IICION CF CII ov ako wii Kew cceenccesee een 700, 000 
Continue relocation of railroads and utilities. ............_..___ 2, 710, 000 
TROOP IGT DE CN a NS oo boohoo on oo oe eee 200, 000 
SUpSrvisi0d ANG AcMINWAIOR 6.6 6s enwe cd ceeeneanncuceen 606, 300 

WOE. So accncntactens cee eee eee 11, 000, COO 


The continued acquisition of lands is required prior to the commencement « f 
the dam construction. Continued construction of the locks is required to meet 
the date for initiation of work on the dam and to permit the completion of the 
project as scheduled. Continuation of work on relocations is required in order 
to meet the closure date of the dam. 

Non-Federal cost.—Construction of the project will require modification of 
existing facilities which were originally constructed under Department of Army 
permit pursuant to section 10 of the River and Harbor Act approved March 3, 
1899. The owners will adapt their facilities to new project conditions at an esti- 
mated cost of $100,000. In addition, the States of Kentucky and Indiana have 
requested modification of structures to permit the future construction of a high- 
way bridge over the locks anddam. An agreement has been entered into with the 
States to make the necessary modifications at an estimated cost to the States of 
$200,000. 

Status of local cooperation—None required. However, owners of affected 
private facilities which are located within the limits of the river under Federal 
jurisdiction will be expected to modify those facilities at their own expense in 
accordance with the permit regulations under which the facilities were originally 
constructed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$71,300,000 is an increase of $2,300,000 over the latest estimate ($69 million) 
submitted to Congress. Of this increase, $1,894,000 is due to price level rise on 
work not under contract, $356,000 is for contributions to the retirement fund, 
and $50,000 for provision of recreation facilities. 








286 


Summary construction program o. 1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 























Total to | Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year | cal year | complete 
estimate | 1957. | 1958 =| 1959 after fiscal 
| | year 1959 
(1) @ | (3) | ® | © (6) 
ae P 
Lands and damages. --.-- Kis ssasinipnidinisnse season t CE $51, 800 210, 000 | 730,000 | $1, 742, 200 
I sagen ones 12, 038, 800 | __- | 60,000 | 2,600,000 | "9, 378, 800 
PPLE RLUSe tn ok cseutnencbuwenee ee eee y eee Ja 2, 116, 100 
Bee la hiecbinad sp ntincds cn onnicn sede n= 26, 357,800 |-___- bs ....| 400,000 | 25, 957, 800 
0 ee bipui-ecdewe 19, 995, 700 | 5,014, 100 7, 547, 000 6, 053, 200 | 1, 381, 400 
DEE bite to accnenancon iieaceas : 1, 602, 300 | 817, 000 | 190, 700 |..---- | 594, 600 
Recreation facilities __._- ae J 50,000 | ...-- Tey jevdkeseabbume 50, 000 
Buildings, grounds and utilities.__.-_---- 238, 900 a ~clbiciepaitdeiekthedetnasee 238, 900 
Permanent operating equipment - -- Simian 61, 500 : a i . 61, 500 
Engineering and design -- 1, 839, 600 | 701, 500 | 274, 900 200, 000 663, 200 
Supervision and administration - alse tt 4, 265, 300 387, 200 515, 200 606, 300 2, 756, 600 
Total applied « cost (Federal funds | 

only) ; Z . .-| 71,300,000 | 6,971,600 | 8, 797,800 q 10, 589, 500 44, 941, 100 

Undistributed cost... _-...---.--- : | Sl enssaps Ai dite sd ovo ais Seat 
Construction facilities. ........-- x | +14, om ” +5, 000 —10, 000 | —9, 000 

Total project cost oe ral funds | | 
only) -_- d ‘ ..| 71, 300, 000 6, 985, 600 | - 802, 800 | 10,579,500 | 44, —_o 
Pending adjustments__..........---------- ---|-- 








Total cost pagan funds only) 71, 300, 000 6, 985, 600 | 8, , 802, 800 10, 579, 500 | 44, 932, 100 
Undelivered orders-_---- e----------| ea +4, 900 +195, 100 +741, 600 | —981, 600 
Total obligations. - --- Seite 7, 030, 500 | § 997, 900 | il, 321, 100 | 43, 950, 500 

| | 

METHOD OF FINANCING 

| | } 

Federal funds: 
Appropriations. --_- ontitniats | 6,689,500 | 9,310,000 |.___-. | 
Permanent transfer since July i "1956 __| | +350, 000 : ; 

Unobligated carryover prior year---- | | 9, 000 321, 100 
a a — eee) eee - — — 
Total funds available for —— ation _. clad 9, 319, 000° . 
Appropriation required ------. es ae ' i ...--| 11,000,000 | 43, 950, 500 





Mr. Cannon. There are no questions. 


GREENUP LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, KY. AND OHIO 


We will take up Greenup locks and dam, Ohio River. 
We will insert pages 27—a through 32. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCKS, DAMS, RESERVOIRS AND 
CANALS (NAVIGATION) 


GREENUP Locks AND Dam, Ouro River, Ky. anp OunIO 


ew 
seh ih i als tiveness Ch iaiatings Spite oh rh sal $8, 500, 000 
ity eat Sends can ge mainte aan aaah 11, 000, 000 
Dee Fe Re. ae ae 2, 500, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


Siadeetn in eaiees estimate__-_-_ 


| 1959 budget Revised | Increase 
estimate 


Continue construction of the locks -_- ws $2, 200, 000 $2, 650, 000 | $450, 000 
Continue construction of the dam : 4 3, 600, 000 | 3, 600, 000 | 0 
Continue acquisition of lands_--_- + 300, 000 | 500, 000 200, 000 
Continue relocation program _--- . aa 1, 800, 000 | 3, 600, 000 1, 800, 000 
Engineering and design . = 100, 000 100, 000 } 0 
Supervision and administration_-_-_- saci 500, 000 550, 000 | 50, 000 


| Re Sitimay agains encima : ee 8, 500, 000 11, 000, 000 2, 500, 000 
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Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget | Revised estimate 

\ 
I CID iis cid niscsiantcccunbniotdsi satin debada | December ‘December 196...| December 190. meee 1960. 
III... .._....aamanian auuynsticeinde- cease tileiaueinieanii | December 1960... -. 
tind cc canccopctaessestlownauseedganaieeineiineamdenetdl December 1961-- .- 
het halhsc panties desaadwbducebavnbspuladahetmnbaaeaebed | December 1960. -_-- De. 
ee | ee oer ty eee aes ee February 1958.....| March 1958. 
Si Sianirda chit nn eee. ithe dn ore waslatn nig wognpaietai mb eesgeeimneetian | December 1960....| December 1960. 
Reservoir, remove existing structures____-.._- jcepeealbeaediariaibmmandes | December 1961_..- Do. 
Channel dredging tis atdindensvdubadescecdsdtidbatadedasewensaeee June 1958._........| June 1958. 


Location.—In Ohio River, 341 miles below Pittsburgh, Pa., in Greenup County, 
Ky., and Scioto County, Ohio, and near the municipality of Greenup, Ky. 

Authorization.—Section 6, 1909 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.1 to 1.0. 


Summarized financial data 


| 
Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 





} 
| Amount 
| 
' 
| 











I I i  euldietcindra mds aebiaa pains emaaaedaal een 200608 1... ...-.... i 
Estimated non-Federal cost. .................. dana atpebercagaaadabadiiteticl DE Ge fokcdcdcsectsed a 
Cash contributions. ................- acca loses lin oedema etal ee ee tik debe 
2g ere ‘catata a teliiecisieaieati saticlenidimbaba ata hg SE UNEP itis apinentqunigiindiniocs 
Total estimated project cost . cei ckih- hth ouplaaidieitieta ap maamaaaeaaeeeomaiaaeaal SO) | ar 
ROR BO FOE DD, BOE <n cin ccnccccachcbetsasncbbsbavibeuiedin “ St eee dade 
SEE Oe TONE POOR WROD ix oc cctikdnddccctndstsnéuctbsscunannthe 12, 330, 000 eee 
EE TE Qi 2 = scncin duiintn atk tinedineangncinmaeiaamaile on" 600,000 | 46 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__..........-.....---.--.---- — 8, 500, 000 60 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959......................----.-..-- Th BD. Basin scienibetiodidee 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Locks: 
Main lock: 110 by 1,200 feet. 
Auxiliary lock: 110 by 600 feet. 
Normal lift: 32 feet. 
Dam: 
Type: Nonnavigable, gate controlled. 
Length: 1,269 feet. 
Damming height: 35 feet. 
aide al dali chaialcnirhendhctciians pees 
| 
oS " Percent | Completion 
Status (Jan. 1 1958) complete | schedule 
heal als atl ities: 
| 
SE Ee CINE, 55 2a sus saci oaeetnedbcwaotendag udueeten nae ated 6 | December 1960. 
PRIN Hib ness doa cacadasduasntuenuuduudaahecuepeetokoseidians 9 | December 1961. 
I En tte tcrnn ica diirventhdahatighatnttiin Vea bagtibttnn nha: ee bamaeeid | 74 | December 1960. 
First stage cofferdam for dam-.-..................... ssslajeanicl axnndibaieatllaslitinitiiatasdtial 80 | February 1958. 
RIPRINNINONI Sas Sa ee Ok 6 ot ee eae aaa eaane Da eee | December 1960. 
Reservoir—removing existing structures-_.....................-...---...--- | (‘) | December 1961. 
Channel dredging—not started .................-... science atcha hie isisleedinadl | June 1958. 
I ah en alle ln aa i il seni Miata | 34 | December 1961. 


Nihil iA phd os, Sn er: Des. 1 


1 Not started. 


25230—58—pt. 2——-19 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide for the replacement of four existing locks and dams on 
the Ohio River and one on the Big Sandy River, all of which will have reached or 
approached the end of their useful economic life by the time the Greenup project 
can be completed. The existing facilities are not adapted to accommodate large 
modern tows which must be separated for each lockage then reassembled. Forty 
percent of the total traffic time required in moving cargo along the reach of the 
river served by locks 27 through 30, a distance of 60 miles, is consumed in pass- 
ing through the 4 locks. Of the time required to pass the 4 locks, approximately 
25 percent represents time lost waiting for other tows to clear the locks. With 
the proposed new facilities, almost all such traffic delays will be eliminated and 
locking time for modern transportation equipment will be reduced from approxi- 
mately 6 hours to about 20 minutes. 

The reach of the Ohio River which is affected by the construction of the 
Greenup-New Richmond projects is the busiest on the Ohio River and one of the 
busiest on the entire inland waterway system. In 1956 traffic in the Greenup 
pool approached 14 billion ton-miles, an increase of about 9 percent over 1955. 
Tonnage increases were about of equal magnitude. The efficient and uninter- 
rupted river transportation of such commodities as coal, petroleum, steel prod- 
ucts, and chemicals, to, from and through this area is highly important in normal 
times and the importance is greatly increased in times of national emergency. 

A record high of 76,376,000 tons was moved on the Ohio River in 1956, indicat- 
ing that traffic has doubled in the past 10 years. The rate of growth has been 
even faster in the area of the Greenup and New Richmond projects. All indica- 
tions are that the growth in traffic will continue for many years and may be 
accelerated by the rapid industrial expansion now taking place in the Ohio River 
Basin. Construction and maintenance of adequate navigation structures to 
accommodate modern towing equipment is essential to the continued development 
of the area and to meet the growing need for economical transportation of bulk 
and finished products. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $8,500,000 will be applied to: 


Continue construction of the locks_-__- ie os $2, 200, 000 
Continue construction of the dam__ => ~ 8; 666: 000 
Continue acquisition of lands_ _ _- 3 pete ’ 300, 000 
Continue relocation program oP ‘ 1, 800, 000 
Engineering and design , ; ‘ehh 100, 000 
Supervision and administration : vs ; 500, 000 

ee os : ae si tinder -- 8, 500, 000 


Funds are required to complete construction of the locks proper under a con- 
tinuing contract awarded in September 1955, to continue construction of the 
dam and lock guard walls and emergency gates, to be initiated in May 1958, 
and to permit the project to proceed on an economical schedule. Acquisition of 
lands should continue as rapidly as practicable because of the large number of 
tracts to be negotiated for prior to raising the pool, and the extensive relocation 
program should continue as rapidly as possible in order not to delay raising the 
pool and placing the project in operation. 

Non-Federal costs—Construction of the project will require modification of 
existing facilities which were originally constructed under Department of Army 
permit pursuant to section 10 of the River and Harbor Act approved March 3, 
1899. The owners will adapt their facilities to new project conditions at an esti- 
mated cost of $1,270,000. In addition, the State of Kentucky has requested 
modification of the structures to permit the future construction of a highway 
bridge over the locks and dam. An agreement has been entered into with the 
State for such modifications at an estimated cost to the State of Kentucky of 
$100,000. 

Status of local cooperation—None required. However, owners of affected 
private facilities which are located within the limits of the river under Federal 
jurisdiction will be expected to modify those facilities at their own expense in 
accordance with the permit regulations under which the facilities were originally 
constructed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$62,200,000 reflects an increase of $1,300,000 over the latest estimate ($60,900,000) 
submitted to Congress. Price level increases on work not under contract amounts 
to $1,500,000. Lands and damages and relocations were increased $260,000 
based on more detailed studies, and $50,000 was added for recreation facilities. 
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Provision for retirement contribution results in an increased requirement of 
$140,000. These increases were eagrecan. offset by a decrease of $400,000 in lock 
approach dredging found not to be required, a reduction of $200,000 in Govern- 
ment costs for engineering and design and supervision and administration based 


on-a reanalysis of requirements, and a reduction of $50,000 in contingency 
allowances. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


sata a 
Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 











Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiseal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 | 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

| | 1 
(1) @ | @ | ®o | ® | @ 
ce 

Lands and damages... ...................- $2,900,000 | $128, 400 $500, 000 $500, 000 $1, 771, 600 
II iin nk cdukendne en tchivcccebanentiniin | 14,370, 000 | 895, 000 795, 000 3,015,000 | 9, 665,000 
Reservoirs... ___-- gad a ntih a it hg Pesca j 605, 000 onan 12S ein cncle lie atte dl blak onesies 605, 000 
a tscbesicia tlie diitaenincenslell spivavainaetiimiileamiacn saad | 17, 450, 000 539, 600 587, 800 3, 607, 000 | 12, 715, 600 
Nt Lachchide Locaahinsiteaadouaie .--| 21, 250,000 | 10, 325, 800 7, 204, 800 3, 118, 000 | 601, 400 
ne... hs. hice. 35', chitenaaash teas | "100,000 | GAGS beat ce Soe a 34, 300 
Channel... ....- pi eEhhnaldaOmrigiimaanagtnt od : FOAMED Necwtatbiiocad S ceadene iki 
Recreational facilities..................--_- | 50,000 |......_- eel xaos eee eel Pe | 50, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_........__] 52, 000 | ey OF Sees Bs Aree A 49, 200 
Permanent operating equipment _-......_- | NITES ee Re | 63, 000 
Engineering and design. --. aaeanil .-} 1,800,000 1, 331, 300 255, 000 110, 000 103, 700 
Supervision and administration __......... | 3,300, 000 856, 300 | 659, 500 | 527, 900 | 1, 256, 300 


Total applied cost (Federal funds | | 


| 
I ce snk cniesitha/ickah einer dcktlgabhabeeimaes 62, 200,000 | 14,144,900 | 10, 262, 100 10, 877, 900 26, 915, 100 
Undistributed costs j iach beet ee 115,600 | —27,300 | —35, 000 | —53, 300 
Total project cost (Federal funds | | | 
only) ..| 62, 200,000 | 14, 260,500 | 10, 234,800 | 10, 842, 900 | @26, 861, 800 
Pending adjustments. * ‘ | | 5, 600 —5, 600 | 
Total cost (Federal funds only) | 62, 200, 000 | 14, 266, 100 | 10, 229, 200 | 10,842,900 | 26, 861, 800 
Undelivered orders - | 1,934,500 | —554, 500 382, 100 | —1, 762, 100 
—— —E neces linsseeeeandntts ee - | — 
Total obligations__ 62, 200,000 | 16,200,600 | 9,674,700 | 11, 225,000 | 25, 099, 700 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds: | | 


Appropriation 5 . ; 16, 320, 300 | 12, 330, 000 | 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956- —50, 000 | 0 | | 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_| a 69,700 | 2,725,000 


Total funds available for obliga- | | 


tion 16, 270, 300 | 12, 399, 700 | 
Appropriation required 


2, 725, 000 
8, 500,000 | 25, 099, 700 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Cannon. What has happened regarding this project during 
the last year that accounts for the benefit-cost ratio going from 1.79 
to 1 up to 3.1 to 1? 

Colonel Smysrer. That increase is brought about by a reevaluation 
of the benefits which would be obtained from these structures. 
Previously the benefits had been computed on a basis that existing 
traffic would terminate at about 45 million tons. We have now 
recognized that these new locks will permit an increase of traffic 
beyond the 45 million tons and we have ascribed benefits to that 
additional traffic. 

Actually it is very conservative. We have assumed there will be 
only about a 10-million-ton increase. 

Mr. Cannon. You think this 3.1 to 1 is dependable? 

Colonel Smyser. I think in that reach of the river it is on the 
very conservative side. This is the heaviest traveled reach of the 
river. 
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STATUS OF FUNDS 


Mr. Cannon. You have revised the request for 1959 by increasing 
it from $8,500,000 to $11 million, but the justifications indicate that 
construction progress has been behind schedule and $2,725,000 will 
be left unobligated at the end of this year. What assurances can 
you give the committee that progress will be sufficient next year to 
efficiently utilize the increased amount of the request? 

Colonel Smysrr. Because this fiscal year I will now be permitted 
to let my contract for the dam an extra month or two earlier. 

Mr. Cannon. How much money will you have left at the end of 
the fiscal year? 

Colonel Smyser. As of this moment I would estimate I will have 
unobligated about $1,800,000, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How about 1959? 

Colonel Smyser. None unobligated by the end of 1959, sir. 


" 
BENEFITS | 


Mr. Kirwan. You referred to a reevaluation of benefits on this 
peo. That is what I asked a while ago in reference to the West 

ranch of the Mahoning. When we ran out of water we were running 
to only 60 percent of our steel capacity. Then after they built those 
2 resefvoirs in Youngstown, the capacity went up to 12 million. In 
computing benefits isn’t the value of this difference involving millions 
of dollars of benefits considered? 

Let us say steel was selling at $300 a ton. Each year they procude 
7% million tons more. 

Why don’t they publish those benefits and not just the benefits from 
flood control? 

You see the point I make? Just because they can get through the 
Ohio River faster you say those benefits jump up to 3.1 to 1 on the 
Greenup locks and dam project. 

But as to something which means millions and millions you do not 
tell about it. 

When it comes to putting a barge through a lock much faster 
because the lock is bigger and there is more water you tell of those 
benefits. 

Those benefits amount to nothing alongside the other benefits. 
That is where the Army Engineers have fallen short down through 
the years. 

Colonel Smyser. We would be very happy, Mr. Kirwan, to include 
the economic benefits from water supply if the law were amended to 
permit us to include it. I agree with you. I think there are sub- 
stantial benefits. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is why I say the law is wrong. It tells about 
shoving a barge faster through a leek. But something more impor- 
tant than that is not considered, and I refer to the water conserved 
and furnished to industry. 

I have been connected with this work now for quite a number of 
years and I am concerned that the benefits the Nation derives from 
water conservation and having it furnished at the proper time is not 
given proper consideration. 

Mr. Evins. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 





| 
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COMPRBHENSIVE. OHIO RIVER DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. Taser. Is this dam higher than the old dam which was at this 
place? There was an old dam there, was there not? 

Colonel Smysrr. This will replace several old dams. There was 
no old dam exactly at this point. The nearest old dam is about a 
mile and a half upstream, sir. 

Mr. Taper. So you have to divert the stream around the dam to 
maintain traffic? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. The way we will do that, Mr. Taber, 
is this: The lock itself will be finished this year. In fact in June we 
will start pulling the sheet piling from the cofferdam. Meanwhile, we 
will advertise for the main dam structure. 

As we close the river for the main dam structure, we will let traffic 
utilize the new lock which probably will be operating by this fall. 
We probably will have to use it this fall if the currents are too excessive. 

Mr. Taser. That means the job is pretty well done. Is that it? 

Colonel Smyser. No, sir. It means the lock is nearly done and 
that is the first stage. It generally takes four cofferdams in the river 
to do this. 

We build the lock first. Then at Greenup we put a second cofferdam 
in, and that was done with last year’s money, for the abutment section. 

Then after that we will start the construction of the dam itself, 
starting at the abutment section in the cofferdam that is already there. 

Then there will be a third cofferdam and then a fourth cofferdam 
which will close the river and the pool will be raised. 

Mr. Taser. Will the completion of this dam mark the completion 
of the program to replace these old locks? 

Colonel Smyser. It will replace four specifically, sir. 

Mr. Taser. This one will, but there are others. 

Colonel Smyser. The middle section of the river, sir, will start at 
Louisville, where we are building lock No. 41, which is coming up 
later. 

The next dam upstream will be the new Markland Dam. 

Upstream from that is New Richmond. 

Upstream from that 

Mr. Taper. Is that in process? 

Colonel Smysmr. Yes, sir. 

Upstream from that will be Greenup. Those together will create 
this center pool which is the area of the heaviest traffic on the Ohio 
River. 

Mr. Taser. Does that mean that the locks will be practically 
completed? 

Colonel Smyser. The center section will be; over 300 miles of the 
river will have modern facilities. 

Mr. Taser. That runs down from Pittsburgh to Louisville? 

Colonel Smyser. From Pittsburgh to Cairo, Ill., sir. The length 
of the river is about 981 miles. We will have this center section of 
about 325 miles completed with good modern facilities. 

We will have three between Louisville and the existing lock and 
dam at Gallipolis. There will be Markland, New Richmond, and 
Greenup. You have to go through three if you are leaving Louisville 
going upstream to come to Gallipolis. 

Mr. Taser. Give us a statement showing the total number of 
locks on the river between Pittsburgh and Cairo. Then below that 
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will you show the height of each of these locks as you go along the 
river? 

Colonel Smysrr. I have here a chart showing all the new proposed 
locks. 


Mr. Taser. Put it in a table form. We cannot use this map 
for the record. 


(The information requested follows:) 
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In addition to the above replacement structures the following existing locks 
and dams will be continued in service as part of the modernized plan: 





Lock lift upon 





Locks and dams Location completion 
| of system 
~\— ai 
Feet 

nh a ie | 6.2 miles below Pittsburgh......................_..- 18.0 
ia ai een cinrmiiae 13.2 miles below Pittsburgh..-.....................- 10.0 
Montgomery Piticicdtncancen | 31.7 miles below Pitteburem: .-....................... 17.5 
Wiadinditadecdantinm nadie 23.0 


EE ii bein anenidninancmee .| 279.2 miles below Pittsburgh 


RECONSTRUCTION OF LOCK AND DAM NO. 41, OHIO RIVER, KY. AND IND. 


Mr. Cannon. Reconstruction of lock and dam No. 41, Ohio River. 
Insert pages 33-a through 38. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION) 


RECONSTRUCTION OF Lock AND Dam No. 41, Kentucky ANp INDIANA 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate ....-.-... $5, 000, 000 


Revised estimate _ cine nda man pe ain SUM EN ee oa ws _. 6,000, 000 
Increase in budget estimate _....... 1,000,000 





l rt OTC lL 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 



















i 
ee tee: | 
Complete acquisition of lands.................-.--.----.-.---- ST Diiekannncendesaadtendangucadnan 
Continue relocations___--- in toninandrini minvasnsinds neste iaon diac 498, 000 $533, 000 $35, 000 
Continue construction of locks....---------------------------- 3, 200, 000 3, 845, 300 645, 300 
Initiate channel dredging. ............-.---.-.-..--------..... 450, 000 750, 000 300, 000 
Initiate construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities....__- 200, 000 | 200, 000 |......-- , 
Initiate reconditioning of beartraps - owniaewes ibaa caaaness 75, 000 | 75, 000 
meeneertne ene Gosien. ..... ...........- 2... cence ncnccccs 248, 700 | 248, 700 }__...----- ni 
Supervision and administration.........-...------------------ 348, 000 | 348, 000 |.............. 
icin nets aichebannarcseaccucentsabaciaentsagh 5, 000, 000 | 6, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
| 1959 Budget Revised 
| estimate 
- - i “| 

nitive project............020..-02-00--2c-<--=- MO lh at etecaderectne June 30, 1963. 
Lands and damages..._.......-....-.-.-_... INES II oot ih ance dans cicieee tame ommemmbiele June 30, 1958, 
ea June 30, 1964_._...- . June 30, 1963. 

Reservoir............- sn poeiininiepncisecrenecetndigsimaniapiettecnt POR NGS ccm cuusitintinnwntnmiikannune . Do, 

oo ecsuella:pbicblepwndbebuniniasepenesheeiigh | a ss itctreinneninbidccehaniodind marek inaionel Do, 
Pa iccicbcdctitiince cientntcomniechint Inincsriisio cashes etenenimenestitel June 30, 1963 (completion) Jan. 31, 1963. 
Sept. 30, 1961 (new locks in operation) -.....- | Mar. 31, 1961. 


REID sin cn nonbentnmmninbaondinninneeainntirt | Oe ye Sie RE ee eee ee | June 30, 1961. 


Location.—Lock and dam No. 41, which will be reconstructed, is located on 
the Ohio River at Louisville, Ky., 606 miles below Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Authorization.—1909 River and Harbor Act (sec. 6). 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.7 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
I TU. esas dinnsid pleeeo toes otinenntiiocms genie senencitaeaiaLatanlinmmmammtanane UE IT Bide icnacttincee 
Estimated non-Federal cost ___..........--.- a cintietinadeceaecn ital be acne JOG WE A ekcitcitasbne 
ID ic gnierandcricospntlnn ecmntnanne Racoinsaceeigiphncndigetn aajaenmatinadlatae OP aaictecmiapaadnae 
a iclhl th ainda cnibphsmestg as tn osmsiasgenedinbitieisncieh ndeabaeneebiimena siete Miia A) De 
a I I II --..,  scnpp ean bens Sloman icimaen oemirnaensnicehanatinane GA ire cecenitcn natn 
De SEs FOE vinta e cctamceneentuntnponceccadsnansbanditnan DRUG Be cucthanctisbnee 
EES BOE AE FORE BNO ik wecmsqcenasmnccntavecigoenepatsenenedianl BI ec ercomicetnaiediornikies 
| Ee RS ee et) Pee ae 4, 203, 000 s 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_....................-..-.....-- 5, 000, 000 18 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1950. _................--.----.-....--. Gh PEGE Dntddacitcctmetions 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Nonnavigable, gate controlled. 
Length, feet: 6,160. 
Gates, number: 8. 
Locks: 
Number: 3. 
Size of chamber, feet: 
110 by 1,200, new lock. 
110 by 600, existing lock. 
56 by 360, existing lock. 
Normal lift, feet: 37. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 
Percent Completion schedule 
complete 
EES SRE GORD ao hick ce neers na mindcsnniideninens 3 | June 30, 1959. 
Pa keer tcc dosoncae tain coches ciip a ase llega 0 | June 30, 1964. 
RO  iciiarntschibsrmmnpiddwnhagpintiittmedaceuainvieamne 0 | June 30, 1963. 
MIE oi Sacks iceace oicinathatinaaadhin scapes 0 | Dee. 31, 1963. 
PE dk udictttntehiniensowebeunspinwscbiitedat mpm | 4 | June 30, 1963 (completion). 
Sept. 30, 1961 (new lock in operation). 
Cs 6b Saiiiicecccqumnncdcncenuens gist tindbipaaie 0 | Mar. 31, 1962. 
Bee 3 | June 30, 1964. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Reconstruction of lock and dam 41, upon completion, will continue and extend 
the benefits derived from existing navigation facilities. The proposed 1,200-foot 
lock will eliminate the necessity for making double lockages now required by 
about 25 percent of present tows with the existing 600-foot lock and will thereby 
reduce the present lockage time. Additional delay will be eliminated by the 
proposed increase in width of the upstream channel approach, which is too nar- 
row to permit the large tows now in vogue to pass one another under present 
conditions. The proposed modifications will eliminate the bottleneck in the 
Ohio River navigation system which already exists at this site and which is 
=, becoming worse. 

onnage passing through the locks during 1956 exceeded 16 million tons and 
continuing increases are indicated by industrial development in the region. 
Traffic on the Ohio River has doubled on an average of once every 11 years since 
completion of the present system and at an even faster rate in the dam 41 area. 
This growth will continue provided adequate facilities resulting from the im- 
provements underway are completed in the near future since the practical locking 
capacity of the existing works is estimated at only some 19 million tons. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $5 million will be applied to: 


re ens 1 MN Cac enc awaknencmsdamnaeciom eee $55, 300 
I a es ernie oo RT oes mares ah Ste 498, 000 
Cae eanmeranaon OF IOOKS. oo. ee use cleus 3, 200, 000 
a aah 5) ai snl ceases ue ko ania va 450, 000 
Initiate construction buildings, grounds, and utilities_......_...._-- 200, 000 
Is a 248, 700 
BUpervaeae seeG MOMUINIB ANON... on ee cee nn owe queintin 348, 000 

NE en te al wa we Sas wal wee ea dees 5, 000, 000 


The funds requested in the fiscal year 1959 are required to continue construction 
on the lock for which a continuing contract for cofferdam steel was awarded 
November 15, 1956, and a continuing contract for the lock construction is 
scheduled to be awarded in March 1958; continue relocation work, initiate chan- 
nel dredging, and initiate construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities. This 
work is required to meet the presently scheduled date for placing the new lock, so 
urgently needed, in operation. 

Non-Federal costs —The Pennsylvania Railroad Co. is expected to participate 
in modification of its bridge in the approach to the new lock. In this case, the 
principles of apportionment of cost contained in the act of June 21, 1940 (Truman- 
Hobbs), will be applied. It is estimated that costs so incurred by the Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad Co. will approximate $640,000. The maintenance of this bridge 
would continue to be the responsibility of the railroad company. 

In addition, modification of existing facilities, which were originally constructed 
under Department of Army permit pursuant to section 10 of the River and Harbor 
Act approved March 3, 1899, will be required. The owners will adapt their 
facilities to new project conditions at an estimated cost of $420,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The matter of participation by the Pennsylvania 
Railroad Co. in bridge alterations will be determined as detailed planning for 
this feature progresses. Owners of other affected private facilities which are 
located within the limits of the river under Federal jurisdiction will be expected 
to modify those facilities at their own expense in accordance with the permit 
regulations under which the facilities were originally constructed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——-The current Federal cost estimate of 
$50,400,000 is a decrease of $3,800,000 below the latest estimate ($54,200,000) 
submitted to Congress. This decrease is due to a revision of the estimate as the 
result of further studies. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 














Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
EE a ee $308, 000 $2, 700 oe 000 SUR. 200 fo 4h 
Relocntions..............-.sdiskindwabeedll FE OE Doe --| 1,233,000 | $6,727,000 
a : Ge Ge ‘kis..~-..455- a a aa 98, 000 
Bi hack ndtide oc alc anddabatbilpicdeuta Fe Gee Ts... 224 Joes deses badd eta taeda ale 7, 185, 000 
ON Se Se ee 22, 984, 000 523, 100 999,500 | 3,218,000 | 18, 243, 400 
Channels and canals hated endaame POE Vecnadecnse eae eae 450, 000 5, 693, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities ._______- BE Eee nace adscenttescstes 200, 000 1, 015, 000 
Permanent operating equipment _--_-____-_-- 89, 000 |_...-. ea LOE 89, 000 
Engineering and design ___-_- Jute .c.e} ERR 355, 800 249, 000 259, 100 72, 800 
Supervision and administration. ____- .| 2,881, 300 31, 900 62, 400 430, 900 2, 356, 100 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
only) 50, 400, 000 913,500 | 1,560,900 | 5,846,300 | 42,079, 300 
Undistributed cost construction facilities. ; 


Total project cost (Federal funds 


only) Vee 50, 400, 000 913, 7 1, 563,900 | 5,856,300 | 42,066, 100 
Pending adjustments... -...............--.-. 











Total cost (Federal funds only)_.....| 50, 400, 000 913, 7 1, 563,900 | 5,856,300 | 42, 066, 100 
Cyantbahi wendl GrGere... <a okt cried oe a aa +231, 200 +18, 800 +619, 100 —869, 100 
Total oramiions. . 2. eon er crakal , 144, 900 1 , 582, 700 6, 475, 400 4l, 197, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING jae ys — , oc 
Federal funds: | | af 
Appropriations..............-. alae eT, RS) OUD eee eee 
Permanent transfer since July 1, “1956. : .-| +133, 000 |....-- Sa a ae er 
Unobligated carryover prior year __-- Sdetdeicaadhtes ase dee 38, 100 5476 200 3.25050 2 s. 
Total funds available for obligation_|...........-| 1,183,000 | 3, 058, 100 | 


Appropriation requtedl.scsccssccewsscvcccahiacccctccnccd 











5, 000,000 | 41, 197, 000 








Mr. Cannon. You have reduced the estimated cost of this project 
by $3,800,000 as the result of further studies. Could you give us a 
little more detail regarding this revision? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. We have had model studies made at 
the Vicksburg Laboratory and they have been reviewed by the 
navigation interests and by the engineers, as a result of which we 
have made some changes in the approach structure; we have reduced 
the size of the canal; we have changed the location of the lock; we 
have modified the entrance at the head of the bridge. 

As a result of all these studies we can reduce the cost of the project 
and come up with better facilities for navigation. 

Mr. Cannon. That is very gratifying. You are carrying that out? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. This is another project that has been running be- 
hind schedule. The original allocation for 1958 was $4 million which 
has been reduced to $3,020,000 and, under the original budget pres- 
entation, you only expected to obligate about half of that. Now 
you are asking that the original 1959 request be increased from $5 





5 EE 
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million to $6 million. It would seem that the committee should have 
some definite assurances that this can be efficiently used in 1959 
before approving such a revision. Can you give us that assurance? 

Cull Sttvann. I can, sir. The lock structure, which is the main 
element, was advertised on the 14th of March. We will open it for 
bids certainly in May. The contractor should be able to start work 
at once. 

Mr. Cannon. And you expect to go right ahead? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. We have completed the engineering 
studies which I mentioned sufficiently to determine that. 


NEW RICHMOND LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, KY. and OHIO 


Mr. Cannon. The New Richmond Locks and Dam on the Ohio 
River. We will insert pages 39-a through 44. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCKS, DAMS, RESERVOIRS AND 
CANALS (NAVIGATION) 


New Ricamonp Locks anp Dam, Onto River, Kentucky anp OnI0 


(Continuing) 
TEINS Pts eras tees oe ee ee See $3, 000, 000 
Sent rete £0 8s i. away Sea csese cn Menandeeee 4, 000, 000 
ee bie OG COGS net os. ccd ce eta ewsn secu 1, 000, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget | Revised esti- Increase 





mate 

Continue acquisition of lands__...............-........-..--.- $200, 000 $315, 000 $115, 000 
Complete locks cofferdam—first phase of construction......._- 1, 950, 000 1, 875, 000 —75, 000 
SE IND DON inc mnnccanccnonsscrtidedancabasdbhanl PN To dettatsenr sh —25, 000 
Initiate construction of locks under a continuing contract_...- 300, 000 1, 150, 000 850, 000 
Semen GT I 8 oo ok chien cenenee 300, 000 400, 000 100, 000 
Supervision and administration........................--...-- 225, 000 260, 000 35, 000 

Ah dk dicb ddd titdendbnddtbcadiasiddidmbbenethinban 3, 000, 000 4, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 

Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 

mite Orojedt ... - 2k cen pada cncctsticiinktawibebak ..-| December 1964._..| November 1963. 
TET TTT eee cn ciscatennenweanieuanstnnsanndheniniell Ct ae June 1963. 
a ae otis eeaeyngijnnseplgatiaendiiaa ee Mt arcane November 1963. 
First stage construction, cofferdam for locks. .—-.....-..-....--.-- May 1959. _._...._.| November 1958, 
Locks._-_.. Ns it te aenepheueannttanathe December 1962....| November 1961. 
SO oo ee ot cwatabbond sheodebebeciveseboksl December 1964....| October 1963. 
Reservoir, removing existing structures...............----.-.----- October 1964. .._-- November 1963, 
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Location.—In Ohio River, 436.2 miles below Pittsburgh, Pa., in Bracken 
County, Ky., and Clermont County, Ohio, and about 13 miles upstream from 
New Richmond, Ohio. 


Authorization.—1909 River and Harbor Act (section 6). 
Benefit-cost ratio.—3.0 to 1.0. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 


Federal cost 





SEE SINE WUE... .nnnedcnqamindnmnee $adepenunentaiesneenabadiadiiaell 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contributions 
CURSE COREE, concn cde cncnnepecyrededewunerenentdocoounsppeconincgoarseant 
Io dacs ibis Bilan gunna naan ean aa a 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957._................... 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_ 
Appropriations to date. ................-..... 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 











PHYSICAL DATA 
Locks: 


Main lock: 110 feet by 1,200 feet. 
Auxiliary lock: 110 by 600 feet. 
Normal lift: 30 feet. 

Dam: 
Type: Nonnavigable, gate controlled. 
Length: 1,719 feet. 
Damming height: 35 feet. 


Status (January 1, 1958) 





Percent complete Completion 
schedule 

Ramis nd GORGAGNE: «nisin nike ds tewsdineckasbantesadeaibtads Not started_._-__- December 1964, 
ee, ee i ear Do. 
First stage construction, cofferdam for locks. -..........--.-.-..--]----- do.............| May 1969, 
BEEN: oi cu ans i dcccacocwee peed snusdashnad omega pebodesaeusesaeunmeus do.............| December 1962, 
I aii 5s tikinlists Ja dcp Ate Meticncinn datihe idaancin pia dee acide at December 1964. 
Reservoir, removing existing structures....................--.---]----- do_............| October 1964. 
SENS WON S = no danndednnnccccundkaangenanevctooactbadesensiateentl do.............| December 1964, 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide for replacement of four existing locks and dams on 
the Ohio River, all of which will have reached or approached the end of their 
useful economic life by the time the New Richmond locks and dam can be com- 
pleted. The existing structures were not designed with respect to volume, 
direction, and character of traffic to efficiently handle the modern type of tows 
and a large volume of traffic now using the river. The magnitude of the changes 
emphasizes the need for modern facilities to provide efficient service under present 
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conditions and for the increased traffic which can reasonably be anticipated in 
the near future. In addition to eliminating delays to navigation, the proposed 
project will avoid the difficulties and hazards involved in operating the existing 
wicket-type dams under ice conditions and would insure against a serious inter- 
ruption to traffic which would attend a failure of one of the old structures. The 
New Richmond locks and dam, in conjunction with Greenup and Markland 
now under construction, will complete modernization of the highly important 
Huntington-Cincinnati-Louisville reach of the Ohio River. 

The reach of the Ohio River which is affected by the construction of the Greenup 
and New Richmond projects is the busiest on the Ohio River and one of the busiest 
on the entire inland waterway system. The efficient and uninterrupted river 
transportation of such commodities as coal, petroleum, steel products, and 
chemicals, to, from and through this area is highly important in normal times 
and the importance is greatly increased in times of national emergency. 

A record high of 76,376,000 tons was moved on the Ohio River in 1956, indicat- 
ing that traffic has more than doubled in the past 10 years. The rate of growth 
has been even faster in the area of the Greenup and New Richmond projects 
All indications are that the growth in traffie will continue for many years and may 
be accelerated by the rapid industrial expansion now taking place in the Ohio 
River Basin. Construction and maintenance of adequate navigation structures 
to accommodate modern towing equipme nt is essential to the continued develop- 
ment of the area and to meet the growing need for economical transportation of 
bulk and finished products. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $3 million will be applied to— 


Continue acquisition of lands scion id, = ce Sek OR) Simo i: __.. $200, 000 
Complete locks, cofferdam, first ~ ise of construction __ aSuWtL FOR, 000 
Complete access road- ES a2 25, 000 
Initiate construction of locks under a continuing contract be 300, 000 
Engineering and design_ : i OB Sit) : 300, 000 
Supervision and administration Sety 5 225, 000 


oo eos os on 440, 


hs ci nnsheae i 3, 000, 600 

Non-Federal costs —None. 

Status of local cooperation.—Not applicable. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$74,300,000 reflects an increase of $1,500,000 over the latest estimate ($72,800,000) 
submitted to Congress. Escalation of the previous estimate to reflect price level 
rise, and inclusion of $50,000 for recreation facilities and $200,000 to provide for 
contribution to the retirement fund resulted in an increase of $3 million. This 
was partially offset by savings of $1,200,000 in land and relocation features re- 
sulting from moving the dam upstream, and a saving of $300,000 resulting from 
reanalysis of the requirements for buildings, grounds, and utilities and for engi- 
neering and design and supervision and administration. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





| 
Total to Current | Budget fis- Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year complete 











| 


estimate 1957 1958 1959 | after fiscal 
| | year 1959 
(1) (2) | (3) (4) | (5) (6) 

| | | | 
Lands and damages... --.--- 2 | $3, 670, 000 | __ | $290, 000 $200,000 | $3, 180, 000 
Relocations | 11, 720, 000 wa | ‘ . 11, 720, 000 
Reservoir a | _ 790, 000 | ee ae 790, 000 
CO yew : ‘ | 22, 850, 000 | | 22, 850, 000 
Locks - - . . 29, 100, 000 | | 50,000 | 2,150,000 | 26, 900, 000 
Road, access 83, 000 | 50, 000 | 25, 000 | 8, 000 
Channel, dredging | 465, 000 | | 175, 000 | .| 290, 000 
Recreation facilities ‘ 50, 000 | eal 50, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 30, 000 | 30, 000 
Permanent operating equipment -- | 72, 000 : 72, 000 
Engineering and design } 1,750,000 | $62, 800 179, 200 300,000 | 1, 208, 000 
Supervision and administration. - - -- | 3,720, 000 | 2, 900 | 50, 100 218,000 | 3,449,000 

| 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 


only) | 74, 300, 000 65, 700 | 794, 300 | 2,893, 000 70, 547, 000 
Undistributed cost_. - -- =a | 


Total project cost (Federal funds | 


| 
only) 


65, 700 794, 300 2, 893, 000 70, 574, 000 
Pending adjustments | 2 
Total cost (Federal funds only) 65, 700 794, 300 | 2,893,000 | 70,547,000 
Undelivered orders. 1, 700 | —1, 700 267, 000 | — 267, 000 
Total obligations_ - 67, 400 792, 600 3, 160, 000 70, 280, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
| 
Federal funds: 
Appropriations | 125, 000 910, 000 Bs 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956 —15, 000 0 s 
Obligated carryover from prior year___| 42, 600 160, 000 bi 
Total funds available for obligation 110, 000 952, 600 


Appropriation required 


ww 


3, 000, 000 70, 280, 000 


Mr. Cannon. This project, Colonel Smyser, comes rather close 
to being a new start. The justifications indicate that no construction 
had been started as of January 1, 1958. What is the current status? 

Colonel Smyser. Sir, no new construction had been started. We 
have bought some of the land for the dam site. We have now ad- 
vertised for the cofferdam. We have bought steel for the cofferdam 
and construction should be under way this spring, sir. 
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Mr. Cannon. You would say, then, that it is really a continuation? 

Colonel SmMyser. As a matter of fact, I will have no unobligated 
balance as of the 30th of June under present plans. 

Mr. Cannon. Here again your benefit-cost ratio has gone up. 
That is very gratifying but a little puzzling. What is the reason 
the benefit-cost ratio went up from 2.2 to 1 to 3.0 to 1? 

Colonel Smyser. It is exactly the same reason I gave for Greenup. 
It is in the same stretch of the river as Greenup, and we have re- 
evaluated them on the same basis. 

Mr. Cannon. That is very gratifying. We can depend on a ratio 
of 3 to 1? 

Colonel Smyser. It will probably be higher in future years, sir, as 
traffic increases. 

Mr. Taser. Have you completed the plans and design on this? 

Colonel Smyser. Not all of the lock plans. I have completed the 
cofferdam plans, and in the interim period while the contractor for 
the cofferdam is building it we will complete and advertise the lock 
plans, sir. 

Mr. Taser. That is all I have. 


NEW CUMBERLAND LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, OHIO AND W. VA. 


Mr. Cannon. New Cumberland locks and dam. 
Insert pages 45a through 51. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION) 


New CuMBERLAND Locks AND Dam, Onto River, On10 AND W. Va. 


(Continuing) 
IN Sst i Dh tie a a ee ba tk OY ls $10, 000, 000 
nn ne peice dnd ou hen cimmeunde 10, 000, 000 
NTT TTT TT eee ee ee ee ee ne eee cece acdew ewe edss 0 




















| 
1959 budget | Revised | Increase 
| estimate 
sdicciaiiats si = =: enaaied snail j ™ 
Continue acquisition of land | $170, 000 $170, 000 | 0 
Complete relocations 530, 000 530, 000 | 0 
Continue construction of dam 4, 624, 000 4, 624, 000 | 0 
Complete construction of locks 4, 119, 000 | 4, 119, 000 | 0 
Engineering and design | 40, 000 | 40, 000 | 0 
Supervision and administration 517, 000 517, 000 | 0 
Total__._.- | 10, 000,000 | 10, 000, 000 0 
| 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
= — = —_ — _igneE oes | SEpEeE EE all ——ee 
Mtive project... .................... ss nctibavinan dubincirahsbesiareninaedliteniinin ateded December 1960. al December 1960. 
Lands and damages i aig Se eae lll | June 1960. 
Relocations. ___ __-- Scale axon sa _-.-------------------.--| December 1958_...| December 1958. 
Pool preparation (reservoirs) _ ss echausaniebbace aieaa i | December 1960_- _.| December 1960. 
ini Mmdidiaebaedndcenecnecudncucccndnantaunmawiniowins | October 1960_._.. Do. 
thin bid ccusnaainin stolid valndayb-aretat inde tearn-asd eekonan dctiaaadecenaieania | June 1959 ...---| June 1959, 
dc 5 coadisigatladek a teecepnttnalenidcet cn andedenaaale | September 1960....| November 1960. 


Recreation facilities 


naaibeemantl do .-...----| September 1960. 
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Location.—The site of the locks and dam is in Jefferson County, Ohio, and 
Hancock County, W. Va., on the Ohio River at Stratton, Ohio, about 54.4 miles 
below the head of the river at Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Authorization.—1909 River and Harbor Act (sec. 6). 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 











Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
tenet Dn WINE s i. wish noch ccbticke dtnitdaeni sia eee $43, 500, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost --- , 000 |. 
Cash contributions___ 0 |. 
Other ces .2........- hae 500, 000 |. 
Total estimated project cost. __._- nie Sil adilckab lade 44, 000, 000 
pe a eee eee eae 15, 044, 600 
I BI OE Bika nein dtonreonitnes+nsennpenepecaiace 4, 500, 000 ae foto 
Appropriations to date_-.............-.----.. ceive Aaabud ce ania cide teiaokigiiaeee 19, 544, 000 45 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_._...._.....-....-....--.----. 10, 000, 000 68 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_.............-.---.-...-.---.---. Fe EEE Ceamtinitigpentinnes 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: High lift, gated crest, nonnavigable. 
Length: 1,315 feet. 
Gates: 
Five 110 feet submergible tainter gates. 
Six 110 foot nonsubmergible tainter gates. 
Locks: Parallel chambers: 
110- by 1,200-foot riverward chamber. 
110- by 600-foot landward chamber. 
Lift: 22.6 feet. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 
Percent Completion 
schedule 
GE GR os 5S dando adnan adie atnddas abled canbe ewened 39 | June 1960. 
OOEING ee. ob dus nied bacticnd dubia. dik lees 32 | December 1958. 
RD CRRA CERO io, ccncizeneshasetncaditinics tnckeeakmasiitnuaiimmalilos: 0 | December 1960. 
MIS chore cs ters bute cena nant tsctalinn eae cin ah oaedinaeanaidain ec apenas ead 0 | October 1960. 
DU psd cid lu caw iedbcdsetustecedeabubadpdacdwiea biddebabedetne 63 | June 1959. 
a a ea ee oe 17 | September 1960. 
I 0 Do. 
Ie Pik dd.ccvechamasbocasganséusedandsandecatattadiiaaeaaddc ae 33 | December 1960. 





JUSTIFICATION 


The Ohio River is one of the most important inland waterways of the world 
It is the vital link between the northern industrial States, such as West Virginia 
Pennsylvania, and Ohio, and the South and southern gulf ports. The products 
which it bears in vast quantities are iron and steel; coal and coke for the manu- 
facture of iron and steel; fuel oil, gasoline, and other petroleum products; sulfur; 
limestone; and iron and steel scrap. Tonnages of traffic are very large and have 
been constantly increasing. For example, in 1945 annual tonnage. was about 
34 million; in 1950 it approached 50 million tons and in 1956 it was over 76 
million tons, of which over 15 million tons consisting mainly of coal, sand and 
gravel, oil and gasoline, and iron and steel products, passed through the project 
area. 

The basic iron and steel industry is dependent upon river transportation via 
the Ohio River. Steel manufacturers at Pittsburgh, Pa., Weirton, W. Va., 
Steubenville, Ohio, Wheeling, W. Va., etc., use the river extensively to ship their 
finished products. The heavy concentration of steel production below Pittsburgh 
receives practically all of its requirements of coking coal in barges which traverse 
the Ohio and much of its limestone and other important operating supplies are 


25230—58—pt. 2——20 
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delivered in the same manner. Their dependence upon river transportation is 
not merely a matter of operating economy, but if river shipments were halted 
for any appreciable length of time, other methods of freight carriage could not 
begin to supply the tonnage requirements of the steel producers. 

All the coal and other raw materials for steel which move from the mines and 
other sources of supply above Pittsburgh to the important steel-producing areas 
in West Virginia, Ohio, and Kentucky must pass through Ohio ear locks and 
dams 7, 8, and 9. The same is true of important finished products manufactured 
in the industrial sections of Pennsylvania, and of other commodities which are 
transported in both directions. These locks and dams are the keys to navigation 
in the area and any interruptions to service through them would paralyze com- 
merce and production in the most important industrial center of the United States. 

Locks 7, 8, and 9, which were constructed in the period 1904-14, are inadequate, 
not only because they are single locks of limited length, but also because they are 
in badly deteriorated condition from an operating point of view. It is possible 
that any one of them may have to be closed for repairs at any time because of a 
major failure, which would be disastrous for the essential traffic which moves 
through these sections of the Ohio River. 

New Cumberland locks and dams will replace existing locks and dams 7, 8, 
and 9, which have neared the end of their economic life and cannot be expected 
to long continue to operate. Replacement of these obsolete locks will not only 
decidedly improve navigation conditions on the important Ohio River but will 
insure noninterrupted traffic in the most important industrial center of the United 
States. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $10 million will be applied to: 


Reena MommetnnOn! On SAIMI =. 2 i ce Sol. ad woke ac $170, 000 
Complete relocations____-_- Bb cc de udicy Saeco 530, 000 
Continue construction of dam_________________-- bats Steet J _ 4, 624, 000 


Complete construction of locks_____-_-_------ ypbbuiees LL ce, 229, OOO 

III NINE OO cnn wn eo beaaseds Jel 40, 000 

Supervision and administration... - - ~ .. Leswkis beseeeslin soebdidei 517, 000 
Total 


rekendcuthaiceeke sake svadoc wos eeabpmnesadtias ite agnocal So el tae ake 


Early completion of the project is essential due to the inadequacy and badly 
deteriorated condition of existing locks and dams 7, 8, and 9, which the project 
will replace. Progress as scheduled is also essential because of the relationship 
of the project with the Ohio Edison Co. program for erection of a steam power- 
plant at the upper end of the project site. An orderly advancement of acquisi- 
tion of flowage easements in the pool area must also be maintained in relation 
to scheduled construction progress and establishment of the new pool. The 
relocations program provides for completion of all relocations work. It is essen- 
tial that these items of work be completed prior to scheduled starting of the closur 
section of the dam. 

Non-Federal cost.—Construction of the project will require modification of 
existing facilities which were originally constructed under Department of Army 
permit pursuant to section 10 of the River and Harbor Act approved March 3, 
1899. The owners will adapt their facilities to new project conditions at an 
estimated cost of $500,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. However, owners of affected 
private facilities which are located within the limits of the river under Federal 
jurisdiction will be expected to modify those facilities at their own expense in 
accordance with the permit regulations under which the facilities were originally 
constructed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$43,500,000 reflects an increase of $400,000 over the latest estimate submitted 
to Congress of $43,100,000. Price level rise on uncommitted work accounts for 
an increase of $734,900, increase of $50,000 is due to addition of recreation 
feature, and an increase of $373,400 is based on a reanalysis of the requirements 
for engineering and design and for supervision and administration. These 
increases are partially offset by a reduction of $758,300 due to the net effect of 
bid experience on work placed underway and of design changes based on more 
detailed studies. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 
































Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages.._- sapadowe $1, 175, 100 $427, 800 $92, 200 $170, 000 $485, 100 
Relocations 2, 453, 800 791, 700 807, 100 855, 000 |__._- 
Reservoirs acd 706, 000 |____- = = ae 706, 000 
Dam --. nin " Sociqpiiadenisiicmeets | ab Gee eee io. 1, 100, 000 3, 750, 000 11, 950, 000 
Locks... - 17,725,000 | 6,376,000 | 7,140,000 | 4,119,000 90, 000 
Channel __ ; : 1, 178, 000 150, 000 Gea Ge L.a eka, 728, 000 
Recreation facilities 4 50, 000 : . i c 50, 000 
Engineering and design ‘ 1, 100, 000 676, 300 324, 000 40, 000 59, 700 
Supervision and administration i | 2,312, 100 526, 900 507, 000 517, 000 761, 200 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | 
only) | 43, 500,000 | 8, 948,700 | 10,270,300 | 9,451,000 | 14, 830,000 
Undistributed costs | j Sellen ; 5 Sicnishied 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
only) 43, 500,000 | 8, 948,700 | 10,270,300 | 9,451,000 | 14, 830,000 
Pending adjustments | 5, 100 | —5, 100 . | ee 
Total cost (Federal funds only) _..| 43, 500, 000 8, 953, 800 | 10, 265, 200 9, 451, 000 14, 830, 000 
Undelivered orders | 3,728,900 |—3, 403, 900 | 549,000 | —874,000 
Total obligations | 12. 682, 700 6, 861, 300 | 10, 000, 000 13, 956, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds: | 
Appropriations | ..| 16,244,000 | 4,500,000 |.__.- 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956__! |—1, 200, 000 Roe a 
Unobligated carryover from prior year 2, 361, 300 |__.----_- —— 





SS eee ee 
eked 

Total funds available for obliga- | | 

tion | | 15,044,000 | 6, 861, 300 


Appropriations required 











Mr. Cannon. I assume there are no questions. 
DAM 8 (RIVER CREST) MONONGAHELA RIVER PA. AND W. VA. 


Mr. Cannon. Next is the Monongahela River. Insert pages 52-a 
through 57. 


(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION) 


DAM 4 (RAISE CREST), MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA. AND W. VA.—continuing 











Judget estimate bas aise ated Sis <cseramspieited tas casina petal a= tala Pallas SS $1, 400, 000 
Revised estimate ___.- ss se seinen ot ld agi fakch casa asl aon ae aad ccoscd ae os 2, 000, 000 
Increase in budget estimate saa phines DNase aol Swe. = is 600, 000 

The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete acquisition of land bakahiaaduds Mtht teamed | 0 $50, 000 $50, 000 
Initiate and complete relocations eet a 0 41, 700 41, 700 
astsne ateenetseee 60 GAGB sg cose cdoséicnnqendcodddteadceshet $1, 246, 400 1, 730, 7! 484, 300 
Engineering and design i a saannsl 13, 500 13, 500 0 
Supervision and administration.._....................------.- 140, 100 164, 100 24, 000 
Total s Aieaicnoieie ca : | 1, 400, 000 | 2, 000, 000 600, 000 





eee 








306 


Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget Revised estimate 


ES ae Niet dickennenirenntgeeteatercesameencshnn$seene May 1990........- February 1969. 


I on on bbeudionubs oduhbecnakahnekdin June 1959_......... June 1959. 

EE ad Dientinttitanidighnnébésnincnnedes tnskaggpabadiabiliany IN it a Do. 

Peeee Peereeaeet GOSET VENTS)... «2.220 cennwc cnc cccsnccncncccncuee November 1959___.| November 1959. 
ane ae eae an wee ecbauosaedelongat May 1960. ........| February 1960, 
pS ELS iildy «ha ahbetihinnnabumbbutainn tontenihateadaod August 1958_.....-. August 1958. 





Location.—Existing lock and dam No. 8 is located in Fayette and Greene 
Counties, Pa., on the Monongahela River, about 90.8 miles above the mouth of 
the river at Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.83 to 1 (for improvement of upper Monongahela River), 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
i i ec te adn angegmunhnttibaabinbinaas 8 OS 
nici EE SEES EE SRS BOON eae FOS Peticnscedcedcuses 
ee cnaeeiweramugumnnaammersmaalentmibippeanian fn LM Raia a ei 
a.  wasnanmonnsnenencebknnaainard 3, 4 Re ee 
a  wmseonians bas meena eae aememmans ND Boosie si os wipaen 
as anise enh sisinereial Sameaspotnaiinantatenreion BOA ONO 0... cea watdedces 
Mppoprentinms for Gecnl year TSB... .. 2. cnn ccc ccc n cnc cccccdeecscces= PE bck abueeece 
Cee ee cabovdodsoccetecsubbaskeutandes 1, 915, 000 26 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_.........-..---...----------- | 1, 400, 000 63 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_ _._.........................---.-- 5 tf {eee 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Gated crest, nonnavigable. 
Length: 560 feet. 
Gates: 6-70 feet Sidney gates. 
Fixed weir: One at abutment end of dam, 
Lift: 19 feet. 
Navigation channel: 9 feet deep and 300 feet wide. 
Length of pool: 11.2 miles. 
Status (January 1, 1958): Construction not started. 
Completion schedule: 
a a is sid in ws caoeighin iw cared oie vipl teas ona June 1959. 
I i ia a, as as nie te i eh een a Minden Do. 
roa preparation (reservoirs)... - 6. .0...-cceccnann November 1959. 
css set en igh as lsd aaa oglics od May 1960. 
I a a ins ccna sieSdapiagaabacdaabb ashe dialnagmamiian August 1958. 
IN sen vies winks Seria pn tin os ape May 1960 


JUSTIFICATION 


Restricted depth in the upper reach of pool 8 prohibits the movement of traffic 
of the character for which the river is suitable for its full length below dam 8 and 
throughout the Morgantown Pool next upstream. The immediate necessity of 
raising the crest of dam 8 is to provide 9-foot channel depth for the full length of 
the pool to permit traffic to fully benefit from the recently completed Morgan- 
town lock and dam and the Hildebrand lock and dam next upstream, which is 
currently under construction and scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1960. 
Under existing conditions, barges navigating pool 8 must be loaded to less than 
70 percent capacity due to the restricted depth of the upper reaches of pool 8. 
The bulk of tonnage passing through lock 8 is downbound metallurgical coal, 
limited quantities of sand and gravel, and upbound gasoline and oil. Lock 8 has 
shown a steady increase in tonnage due primarily to increased coal shipments. 
Raising the crest of dam 8 is an element in the authorized upper Monongahela 
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River plan of improvement for navigation which also includes Morgantown, 
Hildebrand, and Opekiska locks and dams designed to replace old and obsolete 
locks and dams 10 to 15, inclusive. Comneinen of this plan of improvement for 
the upper river will provide improved slack-water navigation from existing dam 8 
to the head of the river. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,400,000 will be applied to: 


Comes aiwentione to dae. « ...... sc oe seh cwleccuuGuccuscsens $1, 246, 400 
NE Sn CN oes ocean dane ascidian oaiannie 13, 500 
Supervision and administratiots cies ain sndiasenccnsccneoee nee 140, 100 

BO : caclindenshanunnosnnddsusitnnstaiiash ike sma 1, 400, 000 


Early completion of the project is essential in order to eliminate the restricted 
depth in the upper reach of the pool. Completion of the project will also advance 
the comprehensive plan for the upper Monongahela River toward the ultimate 
goal of 9 feet navigable depth throughout the entire reach of river. 

Non-Federal cost.—Direct cooperation on the part of local interests is not 
required by the 1950 River and Harbor Act. However, facilities within the limits 
of the river under Federal jurisdiction must be altered by the owners, in accord- 
ance with Department of Army permit regulations, to meet navigation require- 
ments. Utility adjustments by the owners will be necessary at an estimated 
cost of $32,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$3,840,000 reflects an increase of $190,000 over the latest estimate presented to 
Congress of $3,650,000. The change is effected by price level rise of $136,000 and 
reanalysis of requirements for lands and damages, engineering and design, and 
supervision and administration totaling $54,000 including $13,000 for retire- 
ment contribution. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 





Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
1¢ 9) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
TE OS GID. os bis ccccinicidccdcsceesa SF Oe Et ntmiinnnn $7, 300 $50, 000 }............ 
DIS 8. A ccuducceéebunietaeadubdee i ln hE Soca OF dnd alteras 
OR it att ies odin dosbhcnke umes PE Eeccnescecastedatnnciiiiinn saan $15, 300 
BN sais anacn sagamix ese Gincehbina dieiataatmadaiaeee GG Binns cdecinicdecs aks ..| 1,540,000 1, 485, 000 
TO eee ee DE We icexest atessocina 75, 000 205, 7 ania taaacad diieln 
Engineering and design -._- dothidea 149, 000 $108, 700 24, 800 13, 500 2, 000 
Supervision and administration......-._-_- 271, 000 11, 200 13, 000 140, 100 106, 700 
= applied cost (Federal funds 
nae ea eal 3, 840, 000 119, 900 120,100 | 1,991,000 1, 609, 000 
Undistributed OUNG he ckici dine tks ices, WOOO. Sa Finn nkctewensesh bidbemdadabehie 
Total project cost ore funds 
I i i 953k 444.55 0d34~4us eS 3, 840, 000 119, 900 120,100 | 1,991,000 1, 609, 000 
Pending: adjustments ii ine octti d dcceed Liat ieee PO a intel acacia 
Total cost (Federal funds only) --..-- 3, 840, 000 120, 000 120,000 | 1,991,000 1, 609, 000 
Undelivered Griers.. 2... cee ese. Spencomiennda 2, 600 272, 400 —91, 000 — 184, 000 
UTI co 8 cai cinta rei ieee 122, 600 392,400 | 1,900,000 1, 425, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds: 
II cd, tase neni ete aeianienioaienion 125, 000 EE Lvcsneninitnientewangennniue 
Pepenmess COARSE SNES TUG 1, WIT recipe fe wen enien dd cbdcce ev ladfadsuseumeunslwedesacdende 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_|-.......-...|---.---.-.-. 2, 400 600,000. 4..........4. 
Total funds available for obligation_.|............|....-------- Se 
DUOCRIINEE FOIE. ciao erences engine datiitcintnppaitiienicnigie 1, 400, 000 1, 425, 000 


Mr. Cannon. What is involved there? 

Colonel Smyser. That involves raising the crest of the dam. I 
testified with respect to Opekiska that this was in connection with 
the Upper Monongahela River. There is a rock shoal in the upper 
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end of pool No. 8 which has limited traffic to 7 feet even though we 
have a 9-foot depth available above the Morgantown lock. This 
raising of the dam will assure that we can utilize the full capacity 
of the new locks which are being built. 
Mr. Cannon. It would be absurd not to take advantage of it. 
Colonel Smysrer. That is right, sir. 


STATUS OF WORK 


Mr. Cannon, In the justifications you speak of the “immediate 
necessity” of this project and say “Early completion of the project is 
essential.” Also you have an amendment to increase the request for 
1959 from $1,400,000 to $2 million. However, according to the same 
justifications you plan to obligate less than half of the funds available 
in 1958. Unless you have encountered some insurmountable obstacle, 
it is hard to reconcile. 

Just what is your explanation of that, Colonel Smyser? 

Colonel Smyser. Sir, I would have advertised that job last fall 
if I had not had limitations on expenditures and obligations. 

Mr. Cannon. We can be certain, then, that you will use all the 
funds you request? 

Colonel Smysmr. Plans and specifications were actually finished 
in final form and ready to issue in the first week of November of 
last year. 

Mr. Cannon. You have advertised? 

Colonel Smysrer. Not only that but we have received bids, sir 
We received a very satisfactory bid. 

Mr. Cannon. You have opened bids? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. We probably have now awarded the 
contract. I have not checked. 

Mr. Cannon. How do those bids compare with your original 
estimates? 

Colonel Smyser. The bid was actually roughly a half million 
dollars under the Government estimate. 

Mr. Cannon. Will that change the amount requested for 1959? 

Colonel Smysrer. Not at this time, sir. This is a very difficult 
project in which the contractor has to cut through part of the old 
structure. We have made foundation investigations but there is 
always the possibility that he might have to do extensive grouting 
and other work which might cause an increase in unit quantities. 

Mr. Cannon, It is very comforting to know you are getting lower 
bids. At the same time I wonder if that is due to extravagant esti- 
mates on your part or to a decline in the cost of labor and material on 
the market, or might it be due to exceptional circumstances in that 
you are finding a very favorable bidder? 

Colonel Smysezr. I believe it is the latter, sir. We have noted in 
the last 2 or 3 months a very material trend for jobs to go slightly 
below the level which we estimated. 


HILDEBRAND LOCK AND DAM, MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA. AND W. VA. 


Mr. Cannon. Next is Hildebrand lock and dam on the Monon- 
gahela River. Insert pages 58a through 63 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION) 


HiLpEBRAND Lock AND Dam, MONONGAHELA River, Pa. anpo W, Va. 











(Continuing) 
peutes Oetiniaee. go Le eee ee SL AE ae $2, 000, 000 
etme Wunse..... soe. eee eee eo ee 2, 500, 000 
rntromee Tt budeost ettimate. oo. ee 500, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
—— ——— 

Complete acquisition of land__............_. ist edie bisa: $24, 600 $24, 600 0 
i oe ae. la cddnmndmiiieascbinnadeace 2, 900 2, 900 0 
Initiate pool preparation (reservoir)_................--_.-.-_- 18, 600 18, 600 0 
Comukinnsans, GURiretiOnh OF GAGE: «5 on. conn kids cn ncceewecncces 1, 900, 000 1, 350, 000 $350, 000 
Complete construction of lock and temporary operation._____- 282, 500 282, 500 ( 
ai ree 500, 000 625, 000 125, 000 
I cenit 9, 000 9, 000 0 
Supervision and administration.................-.-.-.----..2- 162, 400 187, 400 25, 000 

Us cinsient abc cataidhtose cha ttouatemmea ee 2, 000, 000 2, 500, 000 500, 000 





Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 











are rome. es ee Jatin e otis ciate December 1959._..| December 1959. 
Lands and damages. _____.......................................| December 1958____| December 1958. 
III <.- .22- <1c: soos onan wasnt dade oieainin deities: ae yYovember 1958... | November 1958. 
Pool sia ” ation a (reser rvoir). is eiisdiles muita creates tea lies te ieee December 1959__._._| Decernber 1959. 
Dam____..- ot ceca npacab teas tee bce wane end aati. bees ORs co) aneaneenrnn 
URL Sadek Suk ds Xtulla ni datadannide ob bb <déknend -dige acer, Lace August 1958______- August 1958. 
Road ail tthinialh ah agheintes ake teal takin, eh sehcatabaneeiiiadadiiimnis tics italic October 1959 ___ October 1959. 
nk Se Soe Ora saitataen ee a December 1959 ___| Do. 
Permanent operating ‘equipment Jone ok tanta gine eedte ceca September 1959_ _ + September 1959. 





Location.—The site of the lock and dam is in Monongalia County, W. Va., on 
the Monongahela River, about 108 miles above the mouth of the river at Pitts- 
burgh, Pa. 


Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.83 to 1 (for improvement of upper Monongahela River). 


Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
percent of 
Amount estimated 
Federal cost 
(Corps of 
Engrs.) 
— — | - 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) _.................-.....---- $13, 200, 000 |.......... 
Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard) _..................-.-_-_.- UEP Moise. 258i. 
memeenhas Sane emere WWE oasis stds aekiccdscen ese & 6, 000 
Cash contributions............-- ‘ icceari keane 0 . 
i i atin da ida diaainians Nadiad, 2 cittteinat mar ne 6, 000 | 
Total estimated project cost. .........._.-_..-.- [sb ci bakcdsaumaebieat 13, 217, 000 coal woe 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957__..........-.--. os cadalaletactiie | a ci eed 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_.__. sce oe ee ee eee Gy Peeeee fence esse léwke 
Appropriations to date -_ -- ait ad al ea ce Da 9, 097, 000 69 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year ERT ERE try 2, 000, 000 84 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_._...............-2--2--- 22 eee 2, 103, 000 |. Sane 
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PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Gated-crest, nonnavigable. 

Length: 530 feet. 

Gates: Six 60 feet tainter gates. 

Fixed weirs: One at each end of dam. 
Lock: 84 by 600 feet chamber. 
Lift: 21 feet. 
Navigation channel: 9 feet deep and 300 feet wide. 


Status (January 1, 1958) 





Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
cl oe Shak tele ends Sain careiens acm deietantnlinsn oaaaameediatlens 29 | December 1958 
en al ended aeandondinnnaehaawud wane esate nanteaninane 2 | November 1958. 
de So. 5a. ses malethcnphenocdae ee aonemas 0 | December 1959, 
a Do icsenaneelueonnacnbacsens 16 | October 1959. 
Neen ene en ee banana 81 | August 1958. 
a Rel Rae oO, let Giclee outa Smbnabbbeiusbannidhienn 0 | October 1959. 
Channel_.._...- ia Rake Siliel ceed acion avsalieseats ines aoe 9 | December 1959. 
Permanent operating equipment 0 | September 1959. 





I aca 51 | December 1959. 





JUSTIFICATION 


Hildebrand lock and dam, a replacement for existing locks and dams Nos. 12 
and 13, is an integral unit in the comprehensive plan of improvement of the 
upper Monongahela River. Traffic from this area consists principally of coal, 
sand, and gravel while traffic from downriver points into the area consists of 
petroleum and steel products. Although increase in traffic through this reach of 
the river has been substantial through the years, the lack of adequate navigation 
facilities on the upper river has hindered movement of much greater prospective 
tonnage of coal reserves from the contiguous area. These reserves are ample to 
sustain for an indefinite period of time a much greater production rate than that 
currently being utilized. An improved waterway will provide a water outlet for 
a large part of the production of the Fairmont coal district similar to that now 
existing on the lower river. The increased channel width and depth along with 
increased lock sizes for the upper river will permit full loading of standard coal 
barges and the efficient movement of Monongahela River standard six-barge tows 
without breaking and reassembling the tows during lockage, resulting in appre- 
ciable transportation savings through reduced line haul costs, more efficient use 
of towing equipment, fewer lockages, and savings in operating time. It is antic- 
ipated that extension of a deeper channel will result in additional movement of 
petroleum products in the upper river. Bulk storage centers at the head of the 
existing deep draft navigation below Morgantown are actually on the fringe of 
the area to which distribution is now made by truck. Upon provision of adequate 
navigation facilities, Fairmont, which is the geographical hub of the service area, 
will probably develop as a storage and distribution center for gasoline. The life 
of existing locks and dams Nos. 12 and 13, which were constructed during the 
period 1901-3, cannot be extended to meet the burden of a greatly increased traffic. 
In addition, more economical operation and maintenance for the Government will 
result from replacement of these old and obsolete structures with one modern lock 
and dam at the Hildebrand site. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied to: 


Se rn On MIE... wc ccecdnecaensdeantivoune dpainede $24, 600 
Te TNs i makG woowinns een nubiweirennp amended 2, 900 
Initiate pool preparation (reservoir) ..................-..-.-------- 18, 600 
er nn WE NE nc ae tonne nsoceesamncs 1, 000, 000 
Complete construction of lock and temporary operation. _..-.------ 282, 500 
rT ns CNN So. ke ade ie ebh soctedehawns 500, 000 
nasa ent ie a ei eee awake e 9, 000 
Supervision and administration... ..... 5.22... 22. oe ine 162, 400 
Total 
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Early completion of the project is essential due to the fact that existing tocks 
12 and 13 have about reached the end of their economic life and are inadequate 
for present river traffic. Completion of this project will advance the comprehen- 
sive plan for the upper Monongahela River toward the ultimate goal of improved 
slack-water navigation to the head of the river. 

Non-Federal cost.—Direct cooperation on the part of local interests is not re- 
quired by the 1950 River and Harbor Act. However, facilities within the limits 
of the river under Federal jurisdiction must be altered by the owners, in accord- 
ance with Department of Army permit regulations, to meet navigation require- 


ments. Alteration of a power line by the owner will be necessary at an estimated 
cost of $6,000. 


Status of local cooperation.—None required. 
Comparison of Federal cost estimates.— No change from latest estimate submitted 


to Congress. Adjustments have been made in feature costs within the total 
project cost estimate. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 





Corps of Engineer Funds: 
DORNORTIIIE. So ci ccdccndctcdadennink 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956. 
Unobligated carryover from prior year. 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages. ---. iii acetate aaae $89, 600 $24, 600 $40, 400 oy. 4 
IR is fie mecimncankinges agineea 61, 200 1,000 57, 300 RD Diced ine Gentit 
URE. <n nianneperaaccaccqgnciupeescs SEE Pose bannntccedsacaaeenens 18, 600 $302, 800 
ad oe wea aae 3, 206, 000 207, 700 972,300 | 1,250,000 776, 000 
I iti asia tcchealiaia inate ciaesie Aptian 6, 434,100 | 2,802,500 | 3,244,000 375, 500 12, 100 
tink aioli biain tiadeqnadiia dekanintentaainatams PED Ecodcanasnasaleusacee ahs 182, 400 
a titiieiatinatabasaillsinentints nai ennebinditinen aden 1, 631, 000 139, 700 73, 300 500, 000 918, 000 
Permanent operating equipment.-........-- RIED Lvonagiekseamaiimaaanqenh denned iaaropisiaiiiiniih 6, 600 
Engineering and design ._-...........-.-..-- 455, 000 414, 500 25, 500 9, 000 6, 000 
Supervision and administration. ._....--- 812, 700 230, 100 | 304, 100 162, 400 116, 100 
Total applied cost (Corps of Engi- 

SN I vaso cice teimndimainaianasti 13, 200,000 | 3, 820, 100 | 4,716,900 | 2,343,000 2, 320, 000 
CRN COIs iintctinnoceencsfimidnddcnsen None ----------- A staienlachibeahdintins 
Total project cost (Corps of Engi- 

DE GUND code inncudanchose 13, 200,000 | 3,820,100 | 4,716,900 | 2,343,000 2, 320, 000 

Pending adjustments... -..........--- Subinadepan eam oe newer 3, 000 GOD bins eck ce dieraipacion 
Total cost (Corps of Engineer funds . 
WEEE }.cenmbsichbconachahavnaneskics 13, 200,000 | 3,823,100 | 4,713,900 | 2,343,000 2, 320, 000 
TIERCE GRU nese ee ce ediitnn ascaewncetncannd 152, 500 47, 500 17, 000 —217, 000 
ee 3,975,600 | 4,761,400 | 2,360,000 2, 103, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING std 





Total funds available for obligation--.|......-...-..|.--.-.-.---- 
Appropriations required.............-..-.-. 





Mr. Cannon. There are no questions. 
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MANSFIELD RESERVOIR, IND. 


Mr. Cannon. Next is Mansfield Reservoir, Ind. We will insert 
pages 64a through 69 in the record. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


MANSFIELD ReEsERVorR, IND. 











(Continuing) 
Se ooo we 08240573) 8D oS re EOE ae ip. $2, 600, 000 
A aR a eR SS Se Re te 3, 400, 000 
eens Gn nes QUIS... .. i nceweccnsessccceensdaceben 800, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows 
1959 budget | Revised Increase 
| estimate 

aR ee enc tee Sn PET 
Continue acquisition of lands.--._..............-.---.---.-.-- $454, 800 | $563, 700 mo $108, 900 
Continue construction of nonoverflow section of dam_..__-- 704, 100 | 1, 200, 000 495, 900 
ee.) eae ee 804, 000 834, 200 30, 200 
Complete relocation of utilities__......................-.--- wade 461, 500 461, 500 0 
RE 0 80, 000 80, 000 
Initiate construction of buildings, grounds, ‘and utilities. -_- 0 50, 000 50, 000 
Permanent operating ~ enaenl Shs ban anc naamanan 5, 000 5, 000 : 
Engineering and design Be sukintae aaieties 10, 600 10, 600 
Supervision and administration .._-- inigirn noone pagaeal 160, 000 | 195, 000 35, 000 

ME als setecnasiaws ; andi aa tiem ee aan] " 3, 400, 000 800, 000 


ee eae —— ee 


Revised completion schedule 


| 
| = 














1959 budget Revised es- 
timate 
ON i i rl schantbndansenloeneslecs) ely Bi OGY Tee Oh 1000 
Lands and damages__..............- en dentin mane aaneantaiek ote tee | Dec. 31,1959 | Dec. 31, 1959 
Cee ee tacnandausinamiamnaar ince .do Do. 
CE de beducumedbs oocedbadumaninubiaue wat June > 1960 Do. 
A a oe epqubiddaabahekuibadsdectcsnbte Mar. 31,1961 | June 30, 1960 


Buildings, ‘grounds, and utilities 
Recreational facilities 


: June oe i900 Do. 
ppcaame nb oubeen anon ...-| Dec. 31,1960 | Jan. 31, 1960 


t 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Location.—The dam will be located on Raccoon Creek 32.4 miles above its 
confluence with the Wabash River and 270.4 miles above the Ohio River. The 
reservoir extends upstream 14 miles from the dam and is in Parke and Putnam 
Counties, Ind. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 


Summarized sonnanne data 











Accumulated 
| Amount percent of esti- 
| mated Federal 
| | cost 
Estimated Federal cost______- ith cinnebaw a delet tla anita di Mita Mita | BCR Cee hiscetebecc cue 
Estimated non-Federal cost dks Sedasa teeing bocce! el 0 
Cash contributions SiScwtese cece’ banecashnninesewmseres 0 | 
Other costs__- Pete ees <scaiesi asd thdaininate adiedapedcaammmens wale 0} Lean 
Total estimated project cost cariesnidauiaangacgeneenmenncedt a 7, 970, 000 chia ie Miiaetail 
Appropriations to June 39, 1957 schemes nddisumaintnaing dontdibsaniodencudeteadnsiabaea 820, 000 a de a lietais cPeteiatben 
Appropriations for fiscal year PREETI RS | 1, 460, RS an Scena an acne 
sa oer to date Sorsansriconuictags sh coiesaine mise Dita ata | 2, 280, 000 | 29 
ppropriations requested for fiscal ye a Ne og sia aac aS aaa | 2, 600, 000 61 
ue to complete after fiscal year 1959._...........-...-....-.-. jasnnekes | 3, 090, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 

Type: Earth. 

Height: 113 feet. 

Length: 1,790 feet. 


Reservoir Capacity: Acre-feet 
Uo Sib c a | ieee ane mate, 16, 185 
Piged-centeeh =... i ccc ecccccwecrewesgecssscsceceticuwes 116, 655 

I es EF UR i arabes tet eee 132, 840 


Spillway: 

Type: Uncontrolled through left abutment. 

Length: 200 feet at elevation 690; 540 feet at elevation 695 and 1,000 feet 

at elevation 700. 

Capacity—(maximum pool) 127,500 cubic feet per second. 
Outlet works: 

Conduit, semielliptical: 10 feet diameter. 

Slide gates: 3, 8 feet by 4 feet. 

Stilling basin. 

Outlet channel. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent | Completion 
complete| schedule 





Lands and Seep. 


iced actebe ian ee ee ee 15 | Dee. 31, 1959 
pO ONS Sa ae ee ee ee eee aa | 0 Do. 
Reservoir. ‘ anques>datbdiliete<dnannésiadnincelebade abit 0 | June 30, 1960 
EI epe tanith anasitigkoannnsip secliameaeaciiaai heuneaisdindeaboinhian eaninneees 22 | Mar. 31, 1961 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_. nduiniainapbasinbbibagighngiaadbanaddaadeaal 0 | June 30, 1960 
Recreational facilities____- ‘ ic dit cide anaes sienna egal eecaniaae 0 | Dee. 31, 1960 


es Gln 5 5-10. pnsrhice endeninaniewatibainammetniiE peat 16 | Mar. 31, 1961 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Mansfield Reservoir project is one of 81 authorized reservoir units for con- 
trol of floods on the Ohio River and tributary streams. Only two reservoirs 
are authorized for construction in the Wabash River Basin, one of the large con- 
tributors to floods on the Ohio River. The operation of the reservoir will reduce 
flood stages along Raccoon Creek below the dam and contribute toward reduc- 
tion of flood flows along the Wabash and Ohio Rivers. Raccoon Creek, on which 
the reservoir will be situated, enters the Wabash River at mile 238, above a section 
of the stream in which many levee units are located. The operation of the reser- 
voir will increase the degree of protection afforded by the levees, most of which 
were originally constructed by the land owners protected thereby, and which 
provide a low degree of protection. In addition, flood stages will be reduced 
along unprotected areas which will further lessen the average annual damages 
sustained under present conditions. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,600,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands _.... $454, 800 
Continue construction of nonoverflow section of dam__._________- : 704, 100 
Contingé rereemiions 08 TONGS... «26 ok j. oes Sede. Si . 804, 000 
HUGS SeeemeIOnl OF WUNINOB. 68 nck a ci se dkcunncdaneceoas 461, 500 


Permanent operating equipment____- Sh Oe, a RS Saree 5, 000 
aera Bae tA UG hs, oS. ne co oo ec ncccicawaccsonees 10, 600 
Supervision and administration_-___- st eae Se ee aba _ 100, 000 


Total 


The funds requested will provide for continuation of construction of the em- 


bankment section of the dam, and an orderly and economical rate of progress 
on lands and relocations. 


Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$7,970,000 is an increase of $430,000 over the latest estimate ($7,540,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. $140,000 is due to price level rise and $130,000 is due to 
inclusion of recreational facilities. The balance of $160,000 is due to a reanalysis 


of requirements for various other features, including provision for contributions 
to the retirement fund. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Project cost} Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 





Feature estimate June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (5) (6) 
NE GOMNODNG.. «. . .cccccencccccccceses $1, 405, 700 $130, 700 , $454, 800 $538, 900 
I i a cap cnigmaneiad matinee ST ON isicicdnnacd 1, 265, 500 535, 400 
I i adenine casts cut TSE sient encnksttn natch Kinds que nite taadainahientpae 166, 400 
Reh a rckieencnadedcanunaentiaas 8, 208, 800 307, 400 700, 000 1, 632, 500 
Recreational facilities ....................- SOE Vepwte cat cen bisatscndesccsicasincesoins 130, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities..........- GED Bidet ttn oN ses cein dcbch Ahan dds 98, 800 
Permanent operating equipment-.-.--.-.-__- 40, 000 5, 000 1, 400 
Engineering and design..............-- crete! 329, 800 10, 600 6, 700 
Supervision and administration __.......-- 510, 600 160, 000 219, 900 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
lh aa isle se dh Einesiiabcceecinlell 7, 970, 000 741, 500 . 2, 595, 900 3, 330, 000 
IE GIB oo ig cicccnisindindcncnlenecticseces|inatadeicdsseeeaheded Meio TREE e is aiebnd cue 
GCamstraction taollities. .....................)-00.6.~. 220 +3, 900 —3, 900 —500 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
only) -.--| 7,970,000 745, 400 2, 592, 000 3, 329, 500 
Total. cost ( Federal funds. only)... iced 7, 970, 000 745, 400 2, 592, 000 3, 329, 500 
NIU a lsniic ssc rcicdae Sllecisinancinsl stoi ctaleinattiaiie +800 800 | +240, 000 — 240, 000 
een eutigmtinns.. ................. 7, 970, 000 746, 200 2, 832, 000 3, 089, 500 
METHOD OF FINANCING ™ - 
Federal funds: 
NE occcicnsindacnamnncenenclenncnnmcnuind GO6 GRO bOI OOO bo cetciennccncscist ass 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_|.........--- APEGND Dicccsnt casts baccecucdusstsaantcbass 
Unobligated carryover prior year..._..|.........-.-]------.--.-- eee 
Total funds available for obligation__|_.........-- 820, 500 sidevasteudiibeedssaesees 
Sen CONDE. 5 nice ckksncdcds fonnccndcnsds incecaknncceicciccsacsc’ 2, 600, 000 3, 089, 500 





Mr. Cannon. There are no questions. 


BUCKHORN RESERVOIR, KY. 


Mr. Cannon. Buckhorn Reservoir, Ky.: We will insert pages 70a 
through 75. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


BuckHorn Reservoir, Ky. 


(Continuing) 
Penne a ois 55 he oe oe beetle ud Senta $3, 500, 000 
I ne on cn diesem so eo mo mn mn eo ene mn en ecw Seren mains tins ba pare me eas e 4, 500, 000 
RIPON 10) DUGEOL SOUIMNAES. . 8 68 ck nen nnn nkeaennnasnsesepedas 1, 000, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


Continue and complete relocation of highways-_-_-........-.---- 900, 800 WE Ciaicetha ccna 
Initiate reservoir clearing. Miike abate ddbssseceaeecnden Jak 25, 000 75, 000 50, 000 
Continue construction of dam. -_-_...........------------------ 1, 385, 000 1, 804, 200 419, 200 
Continue construction of buildings, _—* and utilities____- 50, 000 80, 000 30, 000 
Permanent operating equipment.._.....-_..- pyeiciounntmmaee 5, 000 | GOS tuacutae>e ss cis 
nn Gn ns an nwatuauasccsocessseoncnnesews 30, 000 35, 000 5, 000 


Continue acquisition of lands.___.........-...---.---.-.------- $943, 700 $1, 400, 000 $456, 300 
Supervision and administration.....................---.-.---- 160, 500 200, 000 | 
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Revised completion schedule 





1969 budget Revised 





estimate 
BY WI so cp wcaececnsccdenucccucesesabagne sadensdneenbaemn eae Dec. 31, — June 30, 1960 
Be NOE. 6 io ck iicicidnccntiaasneutshdamisadasannguibiddtead Sept. 20, 1 Dee. 31, 1959 
POE cnncpwidaséndavdeharencotéckhsusscbepaxnndiapubdouniihcdnctlindhia Feb. 28, 1960 Feb. 28, 1959 
Reservoir........... cappneiweediegnntnenninshicndsip dada dmeiadadaaeeien Dee. 31, 1959 | Sept. 30, 1959 
MEE oi PLS snc icndndogauncncsadessrocdctcbeuneanetieseiendieteass eae Dec. 31,1960 | June 30, 1960 
eS GROUND, Cnt CNR iin ow sinew ecckictenatninintndabeeliainaee Apr. 30,1960 | Dee. 31, 1959 
ORCINUS POTD ii nic js i tnt ca stamina pins cnnttinteeivass daheibinnnasahe Dec. 31,1960 | June 30, 1960 


Location.—The dam site for the Buckhorn Reservoir is located on the Middle 
Fork of the Kentucky River, 0.5 mile above the town of Buckhorn, Ky., and about 
296.6 miles above the Ohio River. The reservoir will extend upstream in the 
valley a distance of about 31 miles at maximum flood control pool and will lie 
in Leslie and Perry Counties, Ky. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio. 





Summarized financial data 

















Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
NE Cr icc tkett scans desk encod oonenninaasd enigamiieainenabele bio ee OU GO Clisecitiincttintae 
ee tr CI ie a isa ices csicsicstpnicrecsavn side sasraneehdpearsceniahastitaraanan ap ioaheias ids taancaaea oa aalaideeaeata aad aie aaa 
CR CIPI ines cicccsce scivctin ohh ss tptvsetenteevises bein tees oeesn alavaienaoulabcaengy saenpuaels arate pal naeaeaen nse aneentie amiaiaiilag 
PR ss cnccdatnccbcdianimeiadidvdabuntntengidevdenipisinseisimmmentiesnalimmabeea ade reo ee aie 
pe eee eae en Oe deciles CA Gee Wessescc au, 4520. 
BTOUERRISRE US FUG BR TOG). davnnncsscdinicdsdcicbtindimetiasinudisiads , Of eee 
Arete Bar Rass BOOP Was bin cch oa dee tisnancestnncéseccmiennevatiic’s RD Batninsewcivimieins 
I ON 5 ah cen ttentinieriience ehiteinti-einecctndinitetthesttnenicamiadeh 2, 758, 000 26 
Appropriations requested for fiscal EE POOR ncdéntccnakdeddtnbugbukadinasaell 3, 500, 000 59 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__..............-...-.--..-...-..-. 4, 342, 000 |...........cesse0 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rock fill with impervious core. 
Height: 162 feet. 
Length: 1,020 feet. 
Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
CONVERGE TOONS oui cs cadinctackGpenwanwamanadan Danae eae 10, 300 
PIO OGIIGL OG oo ois trina nace cunnteinnwesguessaeenaenae 157, 700 
I eh Ss ct aha ial tai i ata es aad Mate aaa 168, 000 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, through right abutment. 
Length: 156 feet. 
er (Max. pool): 138,000 cubic feet per second. 
Outlet Works: 
Conduit, semielliptical: 14-foot diameter. 
Slide gates: 3, 5.5 feet by 11 feet. 
Stilling basin. 
Outlet channel. 
Status (January 1, 1958) 
Percent | Completion 
complete| schedule 
TE GING = onic tinvidiain cncdicnnsicdedddiddesinbaddaiebektaiannnwaibaniae 12 | Sept. 30, 1960 
EM ihinncbonceddonntndddabannaeienwns sa asa tit ested llaciacding ead 0 | Feb. 28, 1959 
MN iia Sisn rissa ee Di dls Sd Slt ose an aaeel inn iene 0 | Dec. 31, 1959 
De ica elses Sin ca ins tin cin coer ch scl a space eg gine ingen tail ea 16 | Dec. 31, 1960 
Buildings, grounds, and ns cy a a re eee aed 0} Apr. 30, 1960 
ED Siti ricimnnccdcinntedcnthdienceseniindantinlngncumipaiaaddaimmnats 0 | Dec. 31, 1960 


evidence Sedndcicsccdancaaccucusscccceucnsmnbedssaasaenseewnediannn 14 Do. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Buckhorn Reservoir project is 1 of 81 authorized units in the general 
comprehensive plan for flood control and allied purposes in the Ohio River Basin. 
This reservoir will virtually eliminate flood damages along Middle Fork of the 
Kentucky River below the dam site, will contribute materially to the reduction 
of flood heights in the Kentucky River Valley and will substantially reduce flood 
damage at and in the vicinity of Beattyville, Ky. Beattyville is the county 
seat of Lee County and is a rural shopping center. This town probably has 
been affected more frequently by Kentucky River floods than any other town 
along the main stream. In the 1939 flood, the business section was flooded to 
a maximum depth of 8 feet, access by the main highway to the north was cut off, 
and private property and inventory damage was severe. 

Buckhorn Reservoir, the first reservoir project to be constructed in the Kentucky 
River Basin, will be an essential part of anv future plans for flood control in the 
Kentucky River Valley where the civilian economy is adversely affected by floods 
and, in conjuncion with other resevoirs in the Ohio River Basin plan, will contri- 
bute to reduction of flood heights along the 435 miles of the Ohio River below the 
Kentucky River and along the Mississippi River. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $3,500,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands _ $943, 700 
Continue and complete relocation of highw: Wel. . 900, 800 
Initiate reservoir clearing 25. 000 
Continue construction of dam , 385, 000 
Continue construction buildings, grounds, and utilities 50, 000 
Permanent operating equipment 5, 000 


Engineering and design 


ee 30, 000 
Supervision and administration 


asia are xo ee ae 160, 500 


ean Se Pe ra er eee iE SS Ente 2 Seer __.. 8, 500, 000 


The funds requested are required to continue the orderly acquisition of lands; 
continue and complete relocation work which must be completed prior to the 
completion of the dam; continue construction of the dam; initiate clearing of 
the reservoir pool and continue construction of the buildings, grounds and utilities. 
The Buckhorn Reservoir, when completed, will control 73 percent of drainage 
area of the Middle Fork of the Kentucky River, thereby contributing materially 
to the reduction of floods below the dam, particularly at Beattyville, Ky. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$10,600,000 is an increase of $400,000 over the latest estimate ($10,200,000) 
submitted to Congress. The increase is essentially due to higher price levels 
amounting to $323,000 and the balance due to reanalysis of requirements of the 
various features of the project including provision for contributions to the retire- 
ment fund. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 























Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) | (5) (6) 
_— —___—- ~ — -|— P — — — 
Lands and damages _-. , 2,389,900 | $185, 800 | $360,500 | $943, 700 $899, 900 
Relocations 1, 200, 800 | iongcwal 300, 000 900, 800 | 
Reservoirs | 96, 600 | 25, 000 | 71, 600 
Dam_. | 5,614,300 | 345, 400 757,300 | 1,385, 000 3, 126, 600 
Recreational facilities 100, 000 | | 100, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 151, 400 | j 11, 000 | 50, 000 90, 400 
Permanent operating equipment. -_- 43, 500 | 5, 100 | 30, 000 | 5, 000 3, 400 
Engineering and design 338, 100 | 189, 400 | 95, 000 | 30, 000 23, 700 
Supervision and administration 665, 400 | 61, 600 80, 900 171, 100 | 351, 800 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | | | 
only) 10, 600, 000 787,300 | 1,634,700 | 3,510,600 | 4, 667, 400 
Undistributed cost construction facilities +3, 100 | +2, 100 —3, 100 | —2, 100 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
only) 10, 600, 000 790,400 | 1,636, 800 3, 507, 500 4, 665, 300 
Pending adjustments | : 
Total cost (Federal funds only) 10, 600, 000 790,400 | 1, 636, 800 3, 507, 500 4, 665, 300 
Undelivered orders +-129, 200 — 29, 200 +-223, 800 —323, 800 
Total obligations | 10, 600, 000 919,600 | 1,607,600 | 3,731,300 | 4,341,500 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
| | 
Federal funds: 
Appropriations 1, 138, 500 1, 770, 000 
Permanent transfer since July 1, 1956_ — 150, 000 
Unobligated carryover prior year- 68, 900 231, 300 
Total funds available for obligation 988, 500 1, 838, 900 


Appropriation required 


Mr. Cannon. There are no questions. 


3, 500, 000 


500 











318 


CATLETTSBURG, KY. 


Mr. Cannon. The next project is Catlettsburg, Ky. 
Insert pages 76—a through 80. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


CATLETTSBURG, Ky. 

















(Continuing) 
NN 2 osc St ona Shadna nadmnk des dednes wake $642, 000 
I go eS ee oe oe Le 642, 000 
a nw len aiid iw ieee a nee 0 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete construction of remaining floodwalls and levees | 
eo ectactcauseumaaanase $470, 000 $470, 000 0 
Complete construction of pumping plants under a continuing 
REG STE RE Te aS eae ae | 95, 000 95, 000 0 
Engineering and design. De o- seiminsanieoute beeatatcoalind’ ------| 10, 000 10, 000 0 
Supervision and administration _- sneseuinen ee | 67, 000 67, 000 ae 
a Te : ey 642, 000. 64,00; Oo 


Revised completion schedule 


| 1959 budget | Revised estimate 











I ine simple ientinegih Seebaenpnaaniglion November 1958....| November 1958. 
EY ED Sitio tnnbonacatatbounnsdassbnnee adel cence ie-clsibesen Do. 
UI IN a on ea ae co ccccnamctcsawaivwesbakwane Ae rg eo Do. 


located in Boyd County 
Sandy and Ohio Rivers at their junction 317 


Location.—Local proteetion for Catlettsburg, Ky. 
along the left banks of the Big § 
miles below Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.49 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 





; Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost..................-.------- scant sancali $4, 150, 000 | Si sos es spin e enineidiapatiate | 
Estimated non-Federal cost... .- wath ah dices bcd lee eee tna ae ee EE feenccasedinwans 
Cash contributions..............--. tb clei ss kc 0 setae elias 
Other costs___...-.- iaidipccdapbanweiiecagenca iinet 300, 000 |..... ‘os 
Total estimated project I a sas Sescin naianie dun scaetancowncuaneacsieacl 4, 450, 000 iin ns ceapeniebaail 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957........-....---..-.-----.---- wan LD Usnnatwadaewiwenes | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958. . _- jicaidiagioitandoe ; ED Bisitwc Ginniicionndacais | 
I I en an ednen cnavnesusecsutdawenseneen 3, 508, 000 84 | 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959._...-.....-.--_-- 3 ioe 642, 000 100 
‘Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. _....-_-- -| Piisctecciasdanicen | 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 


Average height: 21 feet. 

Length: 6,480 feet. 
Floodwalls: 

Average height: 16 feet. 

Length: 3,870 feet. 
Gate openings: 7 stop log closure structures varying in width from 12 to 50 feet, 
Pumping plants: 4 pumping plants with attendant interceptor sewer. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 








Percent Completion 
, |complete schedule 
ee Ne WON li sc sinidcdns cnwinsncnidnensnbibest tn 60 | November 1958. 
IIT 5. atasis cnsectnigntsigheetiihenidiginidcccinlstiantantidenabiediaid eimai ee 37 Do. 
SN NINDS ui ns5-<:ttircssnvesese-ch-civenlcs cogs deepicelodpieeuidin enciantnelindiaanataiadiah icant ta aan 58 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide complete protection to practically all of the developed 
area of the city including the business and residential areas (population of about 
5,000) against floods of magnitudes equal to that of January 1937, the maximum 
of record. The flood of January 1937 inundated approximately 80 percent of 
the developed area of the city to an average depth of 17 feet and made refugees of 
about 4,000 persons. Damages resulting from a flood equal to that of 1937, 
under the present state of development of the city, would amount to approxi- 
mately $2,450,000. The most recent flood, which occurred in March 1955, 
caused damages estimated at $470,000. Catlettsburg is primarily a residential 
community; however, the major portion of the working population is employed 
outside the city by large industrial and commercial establishments in surrounding 
communities, all of which have federally constructed local protection projects. 
During floods in Catlettsburg a high degree of absenteeism occurs at the indus- 
trial plants as the personnel remain at home to care for their families and property. 
These plants are engaged primarily in the manufacture of steel products and 
chemicals which are highly important to the national defense and economic 
welfare. Average annual benefits are estimated at $265,000. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $642,000 will be applied to: 


Complete construction of remaining flood walls and levees under con- 


Serer CUNISEENG oo | Si pea o cba ca eee wa eee $470, 000 

Complete construction of pumping plants under a continuing con- 
arth EP FEC acne donaeawine tense hee ee waeomneode 95, 000 
Petne tie eh ee so oon se eee 10, 000 
SURE enND GID MCUITOCIRUION on ik no aire dared tecrdiem enced. 67, 000 
eS FN eh hrs are wg eee ee ee 642, 000 


The requested funds will complete the project in November 1958, prior to start 
of the ordinary winter high-water season. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
re acoeg of the authorized project is estimated at $300,000 broken down as 
ollows: 


Rete Ol- Way, and AON en aes cincgisovidenses did deutaceokas $264, 000 
Sewer and pavement GHAMGG, « << acicwscdeudesieds Uiscksdekskids 10, 000 
OIOCRR OL WHIOR xn onic oreo et eusnd deencinthe wean bnieees 26, 000 

Ob nn lidisinc da swtnce cde} tbs duibaswens aie wha 300, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $14,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Catlettsburg, Ky., on July 11, 1955, 
adopted a resolution assuring the United States that the requirements of local 
cooperation will be supplied and have subsequently furnished all necessary 
rights-of-way and interests required. * 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,150,000 reflects a decrease of $410,000 from the latest estimate ($4,560,000) 
submitted to Congress. The decrease is based on favorable bids, final costs on 
——— work, and a reduction in contingencies based on construction progress 
to date. 


25230—58—pt. 2——-21 
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Mr. Cannon. No questions. 
ROUGH RIVER RESERVOIR AND CHANNELS, KY. 


Next is Rough River Reservoir and Channels. Insert pages 83—a 
through 89. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Rover River RESERVOIR AND CHANNELS, KENTUCKY 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate___- 
ee eis cate eorewaccinnd 
Increase in budget estimate______________________ 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


= nila ..-. $2, 900, 000 
eis ae i is ee tres 9 
See aaeee 4100, 000 


| 1959 budget | Revised esti- Increase 
| mate 
scent diet aleidinentientnsiliagerttndepiacrmmening: | |---| ——_—— 
Complete acquisition of lands__......__._-- . oul $500, 300 | $500, 300 | 0 
Continue relocation of roads ‘ ikea 1, 322. 800 1, 752, 800 | $430, 000 
Initiate and complete cemetery and utility relocations ________| 38, 500 38, 500 | 0 
Complete clearing of reservoir area____.........-_- +s | 197, 700 | 0 | —197, 700 
Initiate clearing of reservoir area___--_.....-- LaefbSantaniwcalaabil 0 | 200, 000 | 200, 000 
Complete construction of dam_-__..-........ at eee ici 456, 800 | 306, 800 | —150, 000 
Initiate channel dredging - - seattle anes | 0 | 65, 000 | 65, 000 
Initiate construction of recreational facilities... _.--—.__- uy 0 | 50, 900 50, 000 
Initiate and complete buildings, grounds and utilities....._. | 112, 900 112, 900 0 
Complete permanent operating equipment- --_--- pokpnideal 16, 900 | 16, 900 0 
Engineering and design__-___- . ol 75, 000 | 75, 000 | 0 
Supervision and administration _. ey ; | 179, 100 181, 800 2, 700 
iekans a : a : 2, 900, 000 | 3, 300, 000 | 400, 000 


Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget | Revised 
estimate 


Entire project ; , , Lm June 30,1961 | June 30, 1960 
Lands and damages a ; 7 i Mar, 31,1959 | Mar. 31, 1959 
Relocations : ; | June 30,1961 | June 30, 1960 
RI di ack oases eee a . | Dee. 31,1958 | Dec. 31, 1959 
Dam ai Mar. 31,1959 | Mar. 31, 1959 
Channels and canals saa aa June 30,1961 | June 30, 1980 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities : : Mar. 31,1959 | Mar. 31, 1959 
Recreational facilities __._- b Siesta deepoeeeiiatiicduh ..--...---.--}| June 30,1960 | Mar. 31, 1960 


Location.—The dam site for the Rough River Reservoir is located on Rough 
River, 89.3 miles above its confluence with Green River and about 160.3 miles 
above the Ohio River. The reservoir will extend upstream in the valley a dis- 
tance of about 27 miles for the conservation pool and about 45 miles at the full 
flood-control pool and will lie in Breckinridge, Grayson, and Hardin Counties, 
Ky. The channel improvement work is located on the following streams and 
reaches: Rough River between its mouth and the mouth of Caney Creek; 
Barnett Creek between its mouth and mile 6.7; North Fork (Barnett Creek) 
between its mouth and mile 2.3. 

Authorization.—1938 and 1944 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit cost ratio.—3.2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 











Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
pT eee ee ee ae ee) a ; -.----| $9,080,000 | tbe sab aeibes 
Estimated non-Federal cost _......_--- a dedidaitnaretanalardndatedidi ai nite iis WY Siuctecitsintndindintianel 
Cash contributions. _.........-_- 5 Sib Sekhar ess Se eegee 
Other costs Diack ih andi cercnidg oleae pasdiied 22, 000 em ddawidsanta 
Total estimated project cost ic ammeiniitees ile date thas ee SE eas! ft | Sayers 
Ce FR DO, TURE fini ccas ctecnn ss edna enhitatend eee j 4 \ | ree 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_ - - -- , sudo sedewe .n deena i. 2 EEE Pr ac ceneuccdensas 
Appropriations to date_____. iebpaineekbla’ snes a ineminaaardaaael 6 GOR OOO Fins snc cece ctins 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_..._.......-..---.-.-_...-.- POO fis ciitccicweses 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__.............-........--....- CE) WOE Pednciwenecabsna 





te = ae eae i phe ey 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 


Type: Rolled earth-filled embankment. 
Height: 124 feet. 
Length: 1,530 feet. 

Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Conservation 6b Grama dd 19, 050 
POG CONN... Sees acc ese ece ae ia Sara a a ae ia tie hein ee eae 303, 650 


ORGR bcc dads Jcucccabden. ub sedeeeendads desea . 322, 700 

Spillway: 

Type: Uncontrolled through left abutment. 

Length: 65 feet. 

Capacity (maximum pool): 18,100 cubic feet per second. 
Outlet works: 

Conduit, semielliptical: 12 feet diameter. 

Slide gates 3, 4.75 feet by 9.5 feet. 

Stilling basin. 

Outlet channel. 


Channel work: Miles 
BEN WEEE Son ap ahah none o bse namiens we emmns dre nein mile eee 64. 0 
Barnett Creek_______- asa eth et dace oe scsiaa dl Rica dd <a cs ei ace es 3.9 


North Fork (tributary to Barnett Creek) _...........-.-----..--..2 2. 2 


| 
Percent | Completion 





|complete| schedule 
Lands and damages a ‘ 19 Mar. 31, 1959 
Relocations . ; od 3 | June 30, 1961 
Reservoirs ; 0 | Dee. 31, 1958 
Dam ; ee 76 | Mar. 31, 1959 
Channels and canals 7 ~ hada intone ake ‘epeceal 0 | June 30, 1961 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities : a ! 0 | Mar. 31, 1959 
Recreational facilities er ES Pe | 0 | June 30, 1960 
Entire project. - Dincgbaatiog : 2 chee 28 | June 30, 1961 





JUSTIFICATION 


The Rough River Reservoir is 1 of 81 authorized reservoir units in the general 
comprehensive plan for flood control and allied purposes in the Ohio River Basin. 
Operation of the reservoir for flood control will reduce flood stages along Rough 
River below the dam and in combination with the other four authorized reservoir 
units of Green River Basin will reduce flood stages on the Green and Ohio Rivers 
and contribute to reduction of major flood flows in the Mississippi River. The 
bank clearing and minor cleaning of Rough River channel would further reduce 
flood damages on the agricultural lands along the main stream. Effectiveness 
of this work is contingent upon the operation of the reservoir. The improvements 
on Barnett Creek and North Fork will increase the channel capacity to carry all 
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cropping season floods up to a 5-year frequency. Construction of this project 
is the initial:step in the progressive development of the Green River Basin for 
flood control and related water uses and is consistent with the plan of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture for watershed improvement. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,900,000 will be applied to: 





Gs | a ae a Raub $500, 300 
a a ip ao kc nena dwieendecunmmaaiaee 1, 322, 800 
Initiate and complete cemetery and utility relocations__.........__- 38, 500 
Complete clearing of reservoir area _. _.....-....................- 197, 700 
CeCe GUOIENEINIEIOM O0 CUNT... a che ce wee caeweemee 456, 800 
Initiate and complete buildings, grounds and utilities. _._.......____ 112, 900 
Complete permanent operating equipment_____...._......-.--_--- 16, 900 
a cs iat arena 75, 000 
aan Sinem Gis He RPOUOR. oe che ce ek 179, 100 

i eRe ere eo. ual. « One ease ome me ae 2, 900, 000 


The funds requested will provide for the completion of all work necessary to 
place the reservoir in operation. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
nection with the channel improvement work of the authorized project is esti- 
mated at $22,000 for lands and damages. 

Maintenance of the improved channel will be the responsibility of local interests. 
The annual costs to local interests for channel maintenance is estimated at 
$23,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—No local cooperation is required for the construction 
of the reservoir project. The provisions of section 3 of the Flood Control Act 
of 1936 are applicable to the channel improvement work. 

Local interests have expressed a willingness to meet the requirements of coopera- 
tion for the construction of the channel improvements. A request for the official 
assurances has been made although the plans have not been developed to the 
extent that actual requirements of land can be furnished. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$9,080,000 is a decrease of $1,220,000 from the latest estimate ($10,300,000) 
submitted to Congress. The decrease is due principally to a reduction of 
$1,422,000 based on the bid received for construction of the dam and the estimated 
final cost of the outlet works. Additional reductions in buildings, grounds, and 
utilities, engineering and design, and supervision and administration are based 
on reanalysis of requirements. The above decreases are offset, in part, by increase 
in the estimate to provide for retirement contribution, price level changes on 
uncommitted items and the addition of recreational facilities. 





' 
' 
| 
' 
: 


ee te el ee, De 


~- 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 



































Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 | 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
() (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
a re $1, 956, 300 $238, 600 | $1, 217, 400 CO RE icine cutie 
Relocations wad 2, 479, 500 64, 900 177,100 | 1,961,300 $276, 200 
i oo eniae ais nbeiads 247, 700 niece 50, 000 | 397, TOO bh escnciassd 
nie sn gks nonin a ibpoap-scamanpmete 2, 091, 700 | 934, 600 700, 300 456, 800 |....-...-. 
Bic deh nligh, wkiécaakaleen 882, 000 buieScpeichdce ee bueiachdnhs Shee 882, 000 
Recreational facilities ......_______- icald PE GE iis nditrcccdeseelteiecdas wee. eae) 180, 000 
Buildings, grounds and utilities ______- 114, 100 1,000 | 200 BER, Gee Beeston 
Permanent operating equipment. --.-_---- 36, 400 13, 200 6, 300 3 ae ee 
Engineering and design 465, 000 206, 700 125, 000 75, 000 58, 300 
Supervision and administration -__......-- 627, 300 128, 600 | 89, 300 | 224, 700 184, 700 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
only ) i dedcouirtiedia bed cdaahdinken , 080, 000 | 1, 587, 600 2, 365,600 | 3,545, 600 1, 581, 200 
Undistributed cost construction facilities__|........._-- +2, 100 | +3, 000 | —5, 100 - 
ee - - | —EE an - 
Total project cost om funds 
only) 9, 080, 000 1, 589,700 | 2,368,600 | 3, 540, 500 1, 581, 200 
Pending sdhatiaala caamniaais : oul ial ia atl eeebel 
Total cost (Federal funds only)-- aa aie 9, 080, 000 1, 589,700 | 2,368,600 | 3,540, 500 1, 581, 200 
Undelivered orders. | eanits miei Acaaigie Aitieaentaedaanae +175, 000 —75, 000 | | —100, 000 a eee 
En CI og... cemcwnnninncénnt “| 1, 764, 700 2 208, 600 | 3, 440, 500 1, 581, 200 
“ | einiemnate tein == orn a ee ee 
= == |= = 
METHOD OF FINANCING } 
Federal funds: | 
Appropriations ____- -|-- . 2, 134,000 | 2,690, 000 ncaa 
Permanent transfer since July 1, eee te — 225, 000 | eres aman -|- n-ne oleate le eibiastabindaitais 
Unobligated carryover prior year......_| sical caMa cna | 144, 100 540, 500 
Total funds available for peraecss ; =. =e 1, 909, 000 2, 834, 100 x al aoe social 
Appropriation required _- ai Ng ee ee eee SIS ee | 1, 581, 000 
| 








Mr. Cannon. There are no questions. 
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DILLON 


Next is Dillon Reservoir, Ohio. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


RESERVOIR, OHIO 


Insert pages 90—a through 95. 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS, FLOOD CONTROL 


Ditton ReEsERVOIR, OHIO 


(Continuing) 


Continue acquisition of lands for the reservoir 
Continue relocation of State highway Raat 
Continue relocation of utilities in the reservoir - 


Continue construction of the dam under a contin contract.| 


Engineering and design. - 
Supervision and administration. 


The i increase will be applied as follows: 


$5, 000, 000 
8, 250, 000 
3, 250, 000 


| 1959 budget 








Revised Increase 
| estimate 
os $1,800,000 | $3, 300, 000 $1, 500, 000 
te 100, 000 1, 025, 000 925, 000 
} 300, 000 350, 000 50, 000 
| 2,420, 000 3, 140, 000 720, 000 
100, 000 80, 000 —20, 000 
a sail 280, 000 355, 000 75, 000 
ee weeny. | 5, 000, 000 | 8, 250, 000 3, 250, 000 





Revised completion schedule 


! 

| 1959 budget 
L 

| 


| Revised estimate 
| “ 


Entire project ___- Booka ‘ December 1960..._| October 1960. 
AR Sines Dae ke do.......-.....| September 1960. 
i en mcinegawooss Olea Do. 

SE ae he aa MLS a EE a EE ee ee | March 1960_.-____- March 1960. 
Dam—1 dike completed prior to suspension of work in 1950_- | December 1960____| October 1960. 
Roads, rural levee, buildings, and grounds and permanent oper- Se Do. 


ating equipment. 
Dam closure......_-_-- 


April 1960. 


Location.—On Licking River, a tributary of the Muskingum River, 83.4 miles 
above the mouth of the Muskingum and 5.8 miles above the mouth of Licking 


at Zanesville, Ohio. 


Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.40 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





| 
| Accumulated 
| Amount percent of 
| estimated 
| | Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost. -- i edbiienic ..| $29, 400, 000 | ‘eked 
Estimated non-Federal cost - -- : O tex. 
Cash contributions. -- ‘ 0 | : 
Other costs-- 0 | - 
Total estimated project. cost _ dice tasesin aoa ated | 29, 400, 000 |....----- 
Appropriations to June 30, ee... a ee wn . 10, 327, 000 | Siciska tad nian 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958... a | 3, 750,000 |_..-- cain 
ES a ee ...|. 14,077,000 48 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_- . 5, 000, 000 65 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 10, 323, 000 | ae 








TT 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 


Type: Earth fill. 

Height: 118 feet (maximum). 

Length: 1,400 feet. 
Reservoir capacity: 


Acre-feet 
RDERIODIG OGL. 5 6 win och vad oesnsish SubweG be sdbedud ved 12, 700 
PIOGOURtEOh POO e Ks. wd 2 0s 2 oa 55. DRESS ee ernie aa 261, 100 
Dotal enpadityie 3. dcccwse aS) on coitus bess bowls. Sec ceaa 273, 800 
Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled, concrete lined, in left abutment. 
Design discharge: 94,000 cubic feet per second. 
Outlet works: 
Conduit: 20 feet diameter. 
Gates: 3, 8 feet by 16 feet. 
Stilling basin. 
Outlet channel. 
Status (January 1, 1958) 
Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
Lands and damages... ae : jilaas Wiest trance hte ati ka ne 17 | December 1960. 
I Sas is a oid Achmed hesdakeee se chal il ded al cde cain ah to 7 Do. 
Reservoir. .._..-- bi taht ae OE a lie tel () March 1960. 
Dam: 1 dike completed prior to suspension of work in 1950_.._..---.-.--.-. 3 | December 1960, 
Roads, rural levee, buildings and grounds, and permanent operating () Do, 
equipment. 
Dam closure nt pea oce aaa stndebembatbaedund sae tae oink daa dk aed deena July 1960. 
BEE TIN ii 8c464cecess cinta nabs Geen ncieces dub dlicabtiead on 39 | December 1960, 


! Not started. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project will serve as an essential supplement to the 14 existing reservoirs 
in the Muskingum River Basin and is a meritorious unit in the system of reservoirs 
for reduction of floods on the Ohio River. The reservoir will control approxi- 
mately 29 percent of the presently uncontrolled area above the highly industrial- 
ized city of Zanesville, Ohio, and will greatly decrease the hazards of heavy 
damages from extreme floods that still exist in the Muskingum River Valley. 
The benefits to be obtained will acerue largely along the Muskingum River below 
the mouth of the Licking River including the Towns of Zanesville, McConnels- 
ville, and Marietta, Ohio. Zanesville, with a 1950 population of 40,000, has 
many varied industries and manufacturing plants including iron and steel and 
products thereof, chemicals, and electrical equipment. The area below Zanesville 
includes two large steam electric plants, (Philo, capacity 500,000 kilowatts and 
Muskingum River, 400,000 kilowatts) and expanding chemical and industrial 
developments. In addition, benefits will be provided by the project to cities 
and towns, valuable farmlands, and railroads and highways along the Ohio River 
from Marietta, Ohio, to Cairo, Ill. A new unit of the Carbide & Carbon Chemical 
Corp. was recently completed on the Ohio River bank immediately below Marietta. 
One of the largest steam electric plants in the country was recently completed at 
Cheshire, Ohio, to provide power for the Atomic Energy Commission’s Ports- 
mouth, Ohio, project and another large steam-electric plant is located on the 
Ohio River at Graham Station, W. Va., about 50 miles below Marietta. Benefits 
will also accrue to the project by operation of the conservation pool to provide 
increased low-water flow during dry periods. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $5 million will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands for the reservoir____...------------- $1, 800, 000 
Continue relocation of State highways___.......-_--------------- 100, 000 
Continue relocation of utilities in the reservoir_........-..------- 300, 000 
Continue construction of the dam under a continuing contract__--_-- 2, 420, 000 
eerie Wier eee. ng ns rn eran oe ecate ea wlanae 100, 000 
Supervision and administration__.._._.............----.-------- 280, 000 


OR 64 occ ta vnpwencs (ata) d6ban eel Seen 5, 000, 000 
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Completion of the project at the earliest practicable date is highly desirable to 
furnish additional flood protection to the highly industrialized area at Zanes- 
ville and to the rapidly developing areas on the Ohio River downstream from 
Marietta. The Ohio Valley has experienced the most rapid industrial expansion 
in the country in the past few years and many new developments continue to 
locate in the flood plain. The funds requested are required for a coordinated 
construction schedule to permit project completion by December 1960. 

Non-Federal cost.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$29,400,000 reflects an increase of $600,000 over the latest estimate ($28,800,000) 
submitted to Congress. Price-level increases amount to $350,000 and refine- 
ments in the design of the dam account for an additional $480,000. These in- 
creases were partially offset by a reduction of $230,000 in other features based on 
reevaluation of requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 






































Total to | 
Feature | Project a June 30, fiscal year | cal year complete 
.* estimate 1957 | 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| he year 1959 
(1) (2) aoe (5) (6) 
ee bil eiae 
Lands and damages...................-...- $5, 885, 000 $944, 500 $870, 000 | $1, 800, 000 $2, 270, 500 
DEE AE Bik coin o cece cumnanwcdaness 12, 100, 000 7, 569, 800 1, 485, 000 724, 300 2, 320, 900 
Reservoir. ........... Pciigiiin antistatic oe DORI ONO bab on dented peines ese eas dee eas 207, 000 
a Sais ae covey eee webe l ed -| 8,340,000 210, 700 300, 000 2, 629, 300 5, 200, 000 
eda dle GN ao Se a 97, 000 
Ae EN ae j WN bai i cRessosbiacscsasccec)ocenceucwese 61, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities GA GSP fons wecasisshccscce 20, 000 
Permanent operating equipment. aa ET Nisin ina mite ei Ninian tlinas) hie a 100, 000 
Engineering and design _.._.........-.---. 1, 090, 000 662, 100 199, 300 100, 700 127, 900 
Supervision and administration...........| 1, 500, 000 | 584, 000 180, 000 | 289, 000 447,000 
Total applied costs (Federal funds | 
a ee canine 29, 400,000 | 9,971,100 | 3,034,300 | 5,543,300 | 10,851,300 
Undistributed Re ie cae See 1, 500 40, 200 — 23, 200 —18, 500 
= = — = ———————— ———_—_— — 
Total project cost (Federal funds only) -- 29, 400, 000 9, 972, 600 3, 074, 500 5, 520, 100 10, 832, 800 
Femaees Gapeunents.................-...-- Se 1, 300 —1, 300 |. achaeen alah oil estate ate 
Total cost — funds aeanee Weare 29, 400,000 | 9,973,900 | 3,073,200 | 5,520,100 | 10,832,800 
Undelivered orders -- wes lb udeenkedetansdh 149, 600 398, 7 —38, —509, 
poo re 29, 400,000 | 10,123,500 | 3,471,900 5, 481, 700 10, 322, 900 
METHOD OF FINANCING F, ne 
ed hi a named Sakmaa eee GE Eee 2 Oe FON OO Beceem epewenidanccsscques 
Permanent transfer since July 1, 1956_.....|......-...-- 0 PE 2 piece bcbb ee ctedivnd 
Unobligated carryover from prior year__...|-.......-.--|--..-----.-- 203, 600 481, 700 





Total funds available for obligations. 
Appropriations required 


Le deadgiduntsbotimnwelweokisonsadéleiwdcciduncalwocnseudcbis 5,000,000 | 10,322, 900 


(AFTERNOON SESSION) 
Mr. Cannon. Mr. Taber. 


STATUS OF FUNDS 


Mr. Taner. We were at the Dillon Reservoir. How much do you 
figure this will cost? 

Colonel Smyser. The estimated cost, sir, is $29,400,000. 

Mr. Taser. How does that compare with what it was last year? 

Colonel Smyser. It reflects an increase of $600,000, sir. 

Mr. Taser. How much money have you obligated so far in con- 
nection with the operation of that reservoir? 

Colonel Smysnr. Do you mean the total appropriations to date, sir? 
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Mr. Taser. I mean how much money have you obligated since 
the project was resumed? Was it resumed last year or the year 
before? 

Colonel Smyser. The year before, sir. We have had total appro- 
priations from Congress of $10,327,100 to June 30, 1957. We had 
in the current fiscal year $3,750,000. We will obligate all the balance 
remaining by the 30th of June of this year. 


ACCOMPLISHMENTS TO DATE 


Mr. Taser. What will you have accomplished when the obligations 
are put into production? 

Colonel Smyser. We will have completed the relocation of the 
railroads. We will have completed two of the saddle dikes. We 
will have a firm contract for the dam structure and contractors will 
actually be at work. We will have completed the acquisition of some 
of the real estate; in addition to the usual engineering, of course. 

Mr. Taser. You have not done anything on the dam itself yet? 

Colonel Smyser. The main dam contract will be awarded this 
spring, sir. 

Mr. Taper. Have you title to the real estate? 

Colonel Smysrer. We have title to the real estate at the dam site, 
sir. 
Mr. Taser. Have you title to the flowage rights? 

Colonel Smyser. No, sir. We have not completed the real estate 
acquisition in the rest of the reservoir. 

Mr. Taser. This is supposed to be the last of the 15 flood reservoirs 
in the Muskingum River Basin; is that right? 

Colonel Smyser. That is correct, sir. 


BENEFITS 


Mr. Taper. Is it to be assumed that the benefit-cost ratio shown 
is based upon incremental benefits to be achieved by the project? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What are these incremental benefits? 

Colonel Smysrer. The benefits, sir, are primarily the reduction of 
flooding on the Muskingum River and on the Ohio River below 
Marietta, Ohio. 

Mr. Taser. How much benefit do you get out of the supplying of 
Zanesville with water? 

Colonel Smyser. Sir, the total flood control benefits on a July 1, 
1957, base, are $1,604,000. 

Mr. Taser. You mean annually? 

Colonel Smyser. Annually. Conservation and public use would 
be $61,500, water supply and sanitation $40,500, and a very small 
navigation benefit of $4,000. That gives a total annual benefit of 
$1,710,000. 

Mr. Taser. Do the communities which are supplied with water 
pay anything for it? 

Colonel Smyser. If any community will put a pipeline into the 
reservoir and actually take water out of the reservoir, we will enter 
into a contract and they will pay for the cost of the water. 

Mr. Taser. Are there quite a lot of low-water flow benefits involved? 
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Colonel Smyszr. I read them to you, sir. The water supply and 
sanitation, low-water benefits, are only $40,500 a year, sir. 

Mr. Taser. How much or what percentage of the water above 
Zanesville will be controlled by this dam, Colonel? 

Colonel SmMysrer. In the drainage basin above Dillon Dam, sir, 
the Licking River contributes about 29 percent of the total of the 
uncontrolled drainage, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What percentage of the drainage area above Zanes- 
ville is presently controlled and what percent of the total drainage 
area would the Dillon Reservoir control? 

Colonel Smyser. I will supply for the record the amount above 
Zanesville in the whole Muskingum Basin, sir, but for the Dillon 
Dam it will control 29 percent of the water that is not under control 
today, sir. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Of the total drainage area above Zanesville, Ohio, 4,267 square miles or 62 per- 
cent is controlled by the 14 existing reservoirs of the Muskingum River Reservoir 
system and 74% square miles or 11 percent will be controlled by the Dillon Reser- 
voir. About 1,829 square miles or 27 percent will remain uncontrolled. 


Mr. Taser. I believe that is all I have on that, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Cannon. Are there any other questions on this item? 


ALLEGHENY RIVER RESERVOIR, PA. AND N. Y. 


Mr. Cannon. We pass on to the Allegheny River Reservoir. We 
will insert pages 97 through 101, inclusive. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


ALLEGHENY River ReEseERvorR. Pa. anv N. Y. 


(Continuing) 
nn a alco enw aheiord-agai al eee nic he inn 2s $1, 000, 000 
I er tt Se see ucee eet peels oe 1, 000, 000 
SEE Sn TG UNION a oC crcau wenn ated ettE SLL 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 




















7 
| 1959 budget Revised Increase 
| | estimate 
ail | | ceciheingiitintriesins 
Continue preliminary work on acquisition of land___--_- sees $40, 000 $40, 000 0 
Ie ala dinabh nmin 685, 000 685, 000 0 
PN CUO MIODNII So fendi 5 occu wee sash sos cde eke ee 200, 000 200, 000 0 
Supervision and administration-................--.-..--.-.... 75, 000 | 75, 000 0 
I ib ic did beeen tRawenscsncaceciantbhlee | 1,000,000 | 1, 000, 000 0 
| | 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget | Revised estimate 
NR coh Sh 8 sk isn adiiededhbdvchs codvenabaseins | June 1966..........| November 1964. 
Lands and damages-.--_-.-.-.---- Sanne ac ce a aaa aa a I lice lace | Do, 
Deenemees Ser tl ieed 2 bot 3G. odd abbccandedducdcdbbecdebeced | December 1965_.._| Do, 
Pool preparation (reservoirs) ...........-.----- ee eee June 1966_........ Do. 
ee ee en are tS 8 Eee cb ncpareummawenconaane November 1965_...| March 1964. 
a8 0 ei Res ae) Oe es ert ee | June 1966 Kee 2 September 1963. 
i ell ll ene ann tian June 1965...-......| June 1963, 
eS 2 SO 2, 540 sobs sb ss edb ase eit nedsccuefease Pe idee | Do. ’ 
I it ae cel | June 1966.-........ | November 1964 


Se REE GUNG CINIED |. 5... cee ccaccccnsccdsccceccessos poude pea chico | November 1963. 
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Location.—The dam is located on the Allegheny River about 8 miles above 
Warren, Pa., and about 198 miles above the mouth of the river at Pittsburgh, Pa. 
At full pool elevation, the reservoir will extend to the vicinity of Salamanca, N. Y. 

Authorization. —1936, 1938, and 1941 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ration.—1.31 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 














Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
nn coaheniatemenemndtaatesiiaaea EA, GUE Oe Bonn eeete omacaerenes 
PE G-P ORNS! CORE oi on. aco dcncducaeccddccsutheectlbixcduusdbbens. Pel. i saa 
Cash contributions. .................- wd dbinehditinbonaaedils diakettna laa babeduel Ola .sjicee eran 
III cnsdcuih lk enh tikes die annie’: bahegemihatasingcehndiasaiieas deckamiatnedaionsa ali aes Oe ae 
Total Gsthentad Heojees GaGa ck be se cedescdccudncdciiicodvndsbievde 321, 006,600 (ic 2c...4..2-cce 
ARSC Ui CRD BA Bole dnvnccachs+sghennctinnsntebonaniiacinkbun om 701,000 shy ‘Siciemnibiededeaiad 
po ge kg RR RE yh 9 oy See ae 
BEITAEII 00 GOUD 0 oo ain inns dca tens cbbecdtssscbadddbbivastebtbaten 1, 701, 000 1.5 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_...............--..-..------.- 1, 000, 000 2.4 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_ _.........-.........-----------.. pK ee a 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Combination concrete gravity and earth embankment. 
Height: 179 feet (above streambed). 
Length: 1,915 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Gated overflow section of gravity dam. 
Gates: 6 tainter gates 39 feet high x 30 feet wide. 
Reservoir 
Pool Capacity Area | Backwater 
main stream 
~icedins Cpa 
Acre-feet 1-4 sae Miles 
ORR iii. vi Bio dct td btecnibndnbasecabddaldsekaadnaal 24,000 
Low water regulation: 
EE nn nena, oun ensameneued 549, 000 12, 050 27 
pg I Re ee eee ee 216, 000 6, 610 18 
Flood control: 
PE CREED i nicccdastnnntnacnandudsibensdgdbatabe’ 607, 000 |---2-----n--2-|---2--20----0- 
Ja EE CII <n cn snc casntinns spocdnibeahinneiilenan EE C-ad:teiasesarinaintennciiane stance 


SURI COP iki) ee ee ee ee 1, 180, 000 | 21, 175 35 


Status (March 28, 1958): 

Construction: Not started. 

Completion schedule: 
sands and Damages: November 1964. 
Relocations: November 1964. 
Pool Preparation (reservoirs): November 1964. 
Dam: March 1964. 
Roads: September 1963. 
Levee and flood wall: June 1963. 
Recreation facilities: November 1964. 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities: November 1964. 
Permanent operating equipment: November 1964. 
Entire project: November 1964. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Allegheny River Reservoir project is a unit of the comprehensive plan for 
flood control and other purposes in the Ohio River Basin and is a key unit in the 
reservoir system for the protection of the Allegheny valley, the metropolitan 
area of Pittsburgh, and the upper Ohio Valley. The project will provide a sub- 
stantial degree of flood protection for these extensively developed and heavily 
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populated areas. Its value as a unit in a balanced system of flood-control reser- 
voirs is well established. In addition, the project will provide a source of water 
for the general benefit of downstream areas as a result of low-flow regulation, 
oe pollution abatement, prevention of ice gorges in the winter, and pro- 
vision of a source of navigation water supply during low-water periods in the 
summer. 

The system of flood control reservoirs completed in the Allegheny- Monongahela 
River Basin does not provide full flood protection. There remains a relatively 
large area of the Allegheny River Basin from which uncontrolled flood runoff 
continues to converge upon the Allegheny River Valley, Pittsburgh, and the upper 
Ohio River Valley. The Allegheny River Reservoir will control approximately 
2,180 square miles of this drainage area, approximately 19 percent of the entire 
Allegheny River Basin, and is the largest reservoir in the authorized Allegheny- 
Monongahela Basin system. It will protect Warren, Pa., against the maximum 
flood of record, and in conjunction with the existing Tionesta Reservoir will 
practically eliminate Allegheny River floods at Oil City and Franklin, Pa. The 
project is designed to provide additional flood protection for other areas along 
the Allegheny River, the lower portion of which is part of the highly industrialized 
Pittsburgh area. The project will reduce a flood of the magnitude of the March 
1913 flood approximately 2.7 feet at Pittsburgh, Pa. A severe flood occurred in 
the upper Allegheny River Basin during March 1956. 

The savings in direct flood damages creditable to the Allegheny River Reser- 
voir due to a recurrence of a flood of the magnitude of the March 1956 flood are 
currently estimated at $5,423,000. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1 million will be applied to: 


Continue preliminary work on acquisition of land_._..__._._.....-.--. $40,000 
Continue relocations _ - dre bas atte Poco aaileckious 3 685, 000 
Engineering and design.___________=__-- slecnn de oarbeds) seh SL 200, 000 
Supervision and administration___- __- ott etc eek 75, 000 


WER é vee nn eo alte ed Sees Sadie wenn ssuc BORG, 00 


The work programed for the budget year provides for advancement of plan- 
ning on relocations and the dam and for continuation of highway relocation work 
at the dam site so that diversion of highway traffic at the dam site can be accom- 
plished in time to permit scheduled start of construction of the dam. 

Non-Federal cost.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$111 million (December 1957) reflects an increase of $10 million over the latest 
estimate ($101 million) submitted to Congress. Price level rise accounts for 
$4,475,000 of this increase. Engineering and design, and supervision and ad- 
ministration were also increased $3,061,000 to reflect experienced cost and to 
provide for contribution to the retirement fund. The remaining increase of 
$2,464,000 is the net change resulting from more detailed engineering and design 
studies, which caused major revisions in the cost estimates for lands and damages 
(— $12,878,000), relocations (+ $28,646,000), dam construction (— $14,829,000) 
and other features. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1) fiscal years 1958 and 1959 






































Total to Current | Budget fis-} Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Lands and damages................---..-..-- $8, 344, 000 $17, 400 $138, 000 $40,000 | $8, 148, 600 
I acanneovendpeerdnsacbayquy recs Ch, FOG Bet cencen ene 100, 000 985,000 | 60, 660, 000 
ENE dencectgleindyeraih crarteqtuleyipinclenne sams taal i CIEE Biter dinnnda acknerencdpeathdmoanecs Sadr 3, 860, 000 
cian ninispeflten dekindnienitigintalnetoideh es 25, 885, 000 | -..-- hahaa | a --| 25,885, 000 
 xndhietecnhacanucngeapadintminens +naaGad NE iin ocietdn tillvachsisiaed lee Retr ait ents 64, 000 
Levee and floodwall.._..........-.-...-.-- 400, 000 ssooseoscoes|ssocecoao Galinhe dade 400, 000 
Recreation facilities........................ aa ee ee eee 500, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_______- 136, 000 |- ; eo 136, 000 
Permanent operating equipment - --.-.--~-- 177, 000 |__- 1 Ricibcce as aati Milt aid i cea S 177, 000 
Engineering and design i chiaciiah chin cade eal 3, 700, 000 476, 300 560, 000 200, 000 2, 463, 700 
Supervision and administration - ........-- 6, 189, 000 64, 300 45, 000 75, 000 6, 004, 700 

Total applied cost (Federal funds 

QI asi cecdcdacciinnembbasieeens ~|#22, 000, 600 558, 000 843,000 | 1,300,000 | 108, 299, 000 

i a ee ee eee eee mee | veenes f) oie None | pi caweuwedian jh ake 

Total project cost (Federal funds | 

only) -- einbenens sie 111, 000, 000 558, 000 843,000 | 1,300,000 | 108, 299, 000 

Pending adjustments._---..--- - ancl 2, 500 | —2, 500 |_.-- a ane 

Total cost (Federal funds only) ------ 111, 000, 000 560, 500 840, 500 1, 300, 000 | 108, 299, 000 
Uniielivered orders... ....-...-.....<...... eee 8 106, 200 193,800 | —300,000 |......._____ 

ace eal | ame ra 
Total obligations. . -- . Faciehadess : 666, 700 1, 034, 300 | 1,000,000 | 108, 299, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING F ef “ae 

EON. in dincoccngisskpedeusingites pesghewing RS ee ee 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956___- 
Unobligated carryover from prior year--___| is 34, 300 | on estes tly 

Total funds available for obligation--|-...........|...-.....--. 1, 034, 300 wre 5s Se es are A ot 
Appropriations required...........-.-.-.-.|-----.--.--- | pene ee ees] | 1, 000, 000 | 108, 299, 000 








STATUS OF LITIGATION 


Mr. Cannon. Last year we had before us Cornelius Seneca, chief of 
the Seneca Tribe of Indians, whose reservation was encroached upon 
by waters from this project. They cited a treaty signed by George 
Washington in which they were guaranteed inalienable rights forever. 
It is my understanding that later on the question of their rights under 
the treaty was submitted to the courts. What is the status of that 
litigation at this time? 

Colonel Smyser. On March 24, sir, the district court here dismissed 
the suit of the Seneca Nation. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you know whether or not it will be appealed? 
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Colonel Smysmr. I do not know, sir. I conferred with the president 
of the Seneca Nation on the 4th of April, but neither he nor his lawyer 
cared to reveal what they wish to do. 

Mr. Cannon. In the event the case is appealed and goes to the 
Supreme Court, would you be able to spend any of the money pro- 
vided under this item pending the decision of the Court? 

Colonel Smysrer. Yes, sir, I could spend it for carrying on the 
relocation of highways, but if I spent the money, most of the money 
would be directly concerned with construction features of the project, 
sir. 
Mr. Cannon. If you did spend this money and later on the Supreme 
Court decision was adverse, what then about the expenditure of funds 
under this item? 

Colonel Smyser. I would have spent money in part for facilities 
which I might not use, sir—the relocation of the roads, for instance. 

Mr. Cannon. Construction has not yet started? 

Colonel Smyser. We have not done any positive construction, sir- 


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 


Mr. Cannon. Last year your schedule was to complete this project 
in June 1963. Your original 1959 budget submission called for com- 
pletion in June 1966. Your recent revision of the 1959 budget does 
not change the amount of the appropriation requested, but it does 
change the estimated completion date to November 1964. There is 
some confusion as to the construction schedule. Would you please 
straighten us out on that? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 

At the original submission we were working under a suggested total 
limitation on the amount of funds that would be available for this 
type of work nationwide in any 1 fiscal year. As a result, the total 
amount of funds which could be made available for Allegheny re- 
sulted in the project being scheduled over a longer period of time. 

Those restrictions have been removed, and we have rescheduled 
the project based upon the current situation today, that is, what time 
we have lost this year for other reasons and where we stand today in 
the project, including only $1 million this year. 

(Off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. Back on the record again. Are there any questions 
on this side? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

This project is estimated to cost $111 million, is that right? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 


1959 PROGRAM 


Mr. Jensen. You are asking in this budget for $40,000 to continue 
preliminary work on the acquisition of lands, $685,000 for continuing 
relocations, $200,000 for engineering and design, $75,000 for supervi- 
sion and administration, making a total of $1 million; is that right? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JenseN. Will that $1 million complete your preliminary sur- 
veys? 

Colonel Smyser. It will complete preliminary engineering, sir, and 
it will let us enter into a contract with the State of Pennsylvania to 
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initiate the reconstruction of the road which goes through the dam 
site. That work should be started. 

Mr. Jensen. How much more money will you need to complete 
the investigation after you have spent this $1 million? 

Colonel Smyser. The road itself, sir, will require about $2 million 
to complete the job with the State. 

Mr. Jensen. That is the construction cost? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. That is the contract for the relocation 
and reconstruction of the new road. We would need to spend that 
much money plus our engineering before we could let a contract 
for the dam. 

Mr. Jensen. When do you expect this project to be ready for 
construction of the dam in the event the Supreme Court decision 
is favorable? 

Colonel Smyser. We would want to come in and ask for full 
construction money for the dam in the next fiscal year, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. What do you mean by “full construction money’’? 

Colonel Smyser. I mean by that sufficient to get a contract with 
a contractor for the construction of the dam proper. 

Mr. Fenton. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Fenton. What do you mean by “next fiscal year’’? 

Colonel Smyser. I am sorry, sir. I meant fiscal year 1960, sir, 
not this one. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, it is a little unusual to ask for only $1 
million for the items which I have read off on a project which will 
cost $111 million. Again I ask, is the reason for asking for only $1 
million this year the fact that the case is pending before the Supreme 
Court? 

Colonel Smyser. I[t is not directly pending, sir. In the event they 
would appeal, though—— 

Mr. JenseN. It has not been appealed to the Supreme Court yet? 

Colonel Smyser. No. The local court dismissed the motion of the 
Seneca Nation to grant the injunction. 

Answering your question, sir, we were influenced in our request by 
the fact that we did not have a clear resolution of the controv ersy at 
the time we made this request. 

Mr. Jensen. This project has been authorized, and considerable 
work has already been done so far as surveys are concerned. Is 
that not right? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. If we are to further public works in order to make 
work, it would appear to me that you would be justified in requesting 
more than a million dollars, unless you are fearful, in the event this 
case is brought to the Supreme Court, that it would rule adversely. 
I do not like to spend the money unnecessarily on a project like this, 
but it does not appear to me to be good business to let this drag 
along at the rate you propose. 


CONSULTANTS STUDY 


What was done in the cooperative study with the Seneca Indians 
this past year? Did you take part in such a study? 
Colonel Smyser. I have here, sir, a study 
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Mr. Jensen. I am referring in particular to the alternate project. 

Colonel Smyser. I assumed you were, sir. 

I have here a study which was prepared by the architect-engineering 
firm of Tippetts-Abbett-MeCarthy-Stratton. This report studied 
the alternate diversion plan as presented to this committee by Dr. 
Morgan in behalf of the Seneca Nation. It studied various other 
variations of the plan as subsequently suggested by Dr. Morgan. 

I have here and, if the chairman pleases, I shall be very happy to 
read the letter of transmittal, which summarizes the finding, and then 
I will place in the record a copy of the letter of transmittal. 

Mr. JENSEN. Just place it in the record. 

Colonel Smyser. The two pages which summarize the results of 
the study are all I wish to place in the record. 

Mr. Fenton. I would like to hear it. 

Colonel Smyser. With your permission, then, I will read this 
letter and place it in the record. This is the letter which is bound in 
as the letter of transmittal on the study. It is addressed to me and 
is dated the Ist of April. It reads: 


AprRIL 1, 1958. 
Col. R. E. Smyser, Jr., 


Division Engineer, United States Army 
Engineer Division, Ohio River, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

DeEaR CoLONEL SmysErR: In compliance with our contract No. DA-33-017- 
CIVENG-58-7, dated October 22, 1957, we are pleased to submit our report on 
the Allegheny Reservoir project, authorized plan and alternatives. 

During the past 5 months, we have made an engineering study and review of 
the features and costs of the authorized project and of 5 alternative plans that 
cover the principal possibilities for storage in the Conewango Valley and for diver- 
sion through the Conewango Valley to Lake Erie. One of these provides for 
diversion of Allegheny floodwaters to Lake Erie, substantially as proposed by 
Dr. A. E. Morgan to the Appropriations Committee of the United States Senate 
on May 22, 1957. Two of the plans would have lesser rates of diversion to Lake 
Erie, and two would not involve diversion out of the Allegheny Basin. 

During the course of-our studies, we have reviewed data furnished by you on 
the Allegheny Reservoir project and have held several meetings with you and 
your staff. In a series of field reconnaissances, on one of which we were ac- 
companied by Mr. Cornelius Seneca, president of the Seneca Indian Nation, we 
examined field conditions in the alternative-project area, with particular reference 
to the problem of railroad and highway relocations and the cost of land taking. 
We met several times with Dr. Morgan, consulting engineer to the Seneca Indian 
Nation, and have reviewed and studied a number of suggestions that he furnished 
us. We discussed pertinent problems with county and State officials, with 
representatives of the railroads, and with experienced earthwork contractors. 
We had four borings made, under our supervision, to investigate subsurface 
conditions. 

Our findings are contained in the attached report, together with a description 
of our studies, and are summarized in the section of the report entitled “Summary 
of Major Findings.’’ In brief, we find that— 

1. The storages allocated in the authorized project for winter flood con- 
trol and summer low-flow augmentation are adequate but not excessive 
and are economically justified. 

2. There is no engineering or construction reason why either the authorized 
project or any of the alternative plans cannot be built, and either the author- 
ized project or any of the alternative plans could be operated to meet the 
requirements established by the Corps of Engineers for flood control and low- 
flow augmentation in the Allegheny River. 

3. The alternative plans would cost from 25 to 38 percent more than the 
authorized project. 

4. The alternative plans would require the taking of from 51 to 108 per- 
cent more land than the authorized project. 

5. The alternative plans would require the dislocation of from 150 to 
180 percent more people than the authorized project. 
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6. Three of the alternative plans studied would divert floodwaters to Lake 
Erie that could be used to generate an additional 115,000,000 kilowatt-hours 
annually at Niagara Falls, worth about $230,000. 

7. Two of the plans studied would provide a conservation pool 500,000 
acre-feet larger than that of the authorized project. This additional storage 
would be available for low-flow augmentation purposes, if desired. 

This has been an interesting and challenging assignment, and we trust that 
the findings of our report will be of assistance to you. We wish to thank you for 
the full cooperation we have enjoyed from you and your staff. 

Very truly yours, 


Trpretts-ABBETT- McCARTHY-STRATTON. 
GERALD T. McCarray. 

Mr. Jensen. Who paid for that study? 

Colonel Smysrer. The United States Government, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. The reason I am showing and have constantly shown 
interest in this project is due to the fact that, a number of years ago, 
after a terrific and devastating flood on that river which inundated a 
great part of Pittsburgh, upon my return home I drove out of my 
way to go through Pittsburgh. I said to the owner of a little restaurant 
in which I was eating, ‘““You had quite a flood here recently.”” He said, 
“Yes. Look at the high-water mark.” It was about 5 feet up on 
the wall. I said, “Is that a fact?” He said, ‘That is right.” 

I had an acquaintance in a bank there, and I went down to the 
bank. He showed me the high-water mark in the bank, which was 
about the same as in the restaurant. He told about the loss of life. 
I became interested in doing something to stop floods on that river. 

I have always been hesitant in inundating any land against the 
will of the Indians, but, weighing the inundation of the land against 
the terrific, devastating and deadly floods which have occurred so 
often on this river, I decided that this dam was justified. 

The quicker we can get this dam built, without doubt, it may 
save lives and it will save great flood destruction. We are bound 
to have floods on that river as we have had in the past. That is why 
I am wondering why you are going at it as slowly as you are. But 
you explained that. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Did you advertise for bids, Colonel Smyser, on this 
engineering study, or did you just favor a selected group? 

Colonel Smyser. In connection with a policy which has been 
adopted, I think, nationally, we do not bid for engineering services, 
the same as you would not for a doctor’s. You select the doctors. 
We generally select 3 of 4 people we think are competent, and then 
negotiate with 1 or 2 of them. 

Mr. Cannon. Are you certain you could not have gotten the same 
service at a more reasonable figure had you advertised for bids? 

Colonel Smyser. I would be very reluctant, sir, to do that on any 
engineering work. We make an independent estimate of how much 
it would cost us to do it if we had additional people. Then we try to 
negotiate with somebody to do it for us on that figure. We expect to 
do it with somebody who has a national reputation. In this case, we 
chose someone who had represented agencies of the United States 
Government overseas in several major countries. They had worked 
for the World Bank. They have an international reputation. We 
felt we were getting someone whose reputation was above reproach. 

Mr. Cannon. That is the settled policy, is it? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon. Have you ever tried advertising for bids? 

25230—58—pt. 222 








, 
) 
H 


| 

4 

| 
| 


336 


Colonel Smyser. It has been tried in 1 or 2 State highway depart- 
ments, and there has been a terrific protest from the Engineers Joint 
Council, and I believe, even in those States, it has been rescinded. 
You would not advertise, sir, for a doctor. You would not advertise 
for a doctor to take out your appendix on the basis of price, I am sure. 


(Off the record.) 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Cannon. The benefit-cost ratio here is estimated to be 1.26 to 1. 
Instead of $101 million, you are asking for $111 million toward the 
estimated total Federal cost. Would that require readjustment of 
your benefit-cost ratio? 

Colonel Smyser. We did readjust the benefit-cost ratio, and the 
ratio we show of 1.31 to 1 is based upon the new revised costs, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. It is even more favorable this year, then, 1.31 to 1. 
You have increased the cost of it but you have increased the benefit 
ratio to 1.31 to 1 from 1.26 to 1. 

Colonel Smyser. That, sir, is due to the fact that the benefits, due 
to rising costs, are going up in this case proportionately slightly more 
than the cost of the construction. 

Mr. Cannon. You think that is your final figure. You do not think 
that subsequent developments will make it necessary still further to 
reduce your benefit-cost ratio? 

Colonel Smyser. No, sir, that would not be our final ratio but, 
unless there is a tremendous escalation in price on work which we 
have not yet under contract, it should be fairly stable, sir. 


FLOOD HISTORY 


Mr. Cannon. Mr. Taber. 

Mr. Taser. Colonel, last year the corps testified that the upper 
stages of the Allegheny Reservoir would flood only once in 300 years. 
Have they flooded recently? 

Colonel Smyser. You mean, sir, at the maximum pool of the pro- 
posed reservoir? 

Mr. Taser. I mean at the Kinzua Dam. 

Colonel Smyser. There was no significant flood last year on the 
Allegheny. 

Mr. Taser. Has there ever been such a flood there within the 
history of the folks who have been keeping records on this sort of 
thing? Has there ever been anything in the nature of flood water 
there? 

Colonel Smysmr. Yes, sir, there has been. I believe I testified 
last year, Mr. Taber, that the maximum flow of record at the dam 
site was 60,500 cubic feet per second. 
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Mr. Taper. So there has not been any flood at the dam site and 
there has not been enough water flowing at that dam site to result in 
substantial trouble down below? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir, there has been substantial water at the 
dam site which would have resulted in substantial damage down 
below. 

Mr. Taser. Did it? 

Colonel Smyser. It happened to occur, sir, at a time when the other 
tributaries of the Ohio at Pittsburgh were not at full flow. 

Mr. Taser. So there was no serious consequence from the flood? 

Colonel SMyser. There were serious consequences, but you could 
not charge every bit of to the Allegheny, sir. 

Mr. Taser. That is, to the water which came out at the Kinzua 
Dam site. Is that what you mean? 

Colonel Smyser. If I understand your question properly, yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Don’t you understand me? 

Colonel Smyser. I think I understand. 

Mr. Taser. If I did not speak plainly enough, we will try again. 
There never has been a flood of sufficient height and force at the 
Kinzua Dam site to do any substantial damage down below? 

Colonel Smyser. Sir, I have a listing of all ‘the floods of historical 
record dating back to i860. 1 will be very happy to submit this for 
the record. But if the Allegheny Reservoir had been in operation 
beginning in 1860, the damages os are: $4 million, $6 million, 
$4 million, 13, 14, 4, 3, 9, 3, 4, 3, 27, 5, 6, right up to a maximum of 
$31 million of damage that would have been prevented by the opera- 
tion of this reservoir had it been in operation, sir, on the date these 
floods occurred. 

Mr. Taser. How many times was that? 

Colonel Smyser. I have a listing of the big ones. Twenty-seven 
times, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Twenty-seven times. So every third year you have 
had enough high water that started out of that Kinzua Dam site to 
cause $5 million or $6 million damage. Is that the situation? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. If the Kinzua Dam had been in opera- 
tion on the dates of those floods, Mr. Taber, it would have prevented 
damages in that amount, based on current prices. 

Mr. Taser. One year out of three right straight through. 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir, average. 

Mr. Taper. Please furnish for the record for every year that $6 
million or $7 million would have been salvaged and the amount of 
money if the Kinzua Dam had existed, and give us a picture of 
Ww ey the damage occurred in each case. 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir, I shall prepare that for the record. 

(The information requested follows: ) 





| 





338 


ALLEGHENY River RESERVOIR 


The following tabulation gives the record of floods at Pittsburgh in the last 5 
fiscal years and of all floods above a stage of 32 feet on the Point gage at Pitts- 
burgh in the period of record between 1854 and 1952. There have been numerous 
other floods at Pittsburgh between the stage of 32 feet and flood stage of 25 feet. 


Data on floods, Allegheny River reservoir index station: Point gage, Pittsburgh, Pa. 





Stage reduc Damages pre- 
Natural | tion possible Damages ventahle under 
Flood date stage, with without any |present conditions 
feet Allegheny reservoirs ! with Allegheny 
Reservoir Reservoir 2 
Last 5 fiscal years: 
1956— Mar. 9-10, 1956........-..-------.| 30.3 2.5 $13, 264, 000 $5, 423, 000 
a Sh ee 27.5 1.2 4, 843, 000 1, 252, 000 
1085 Dee PG hetidionansanedinn ones 29.5 .4 9, 971, 000 830, 000 
Oe I aa 41.1 ‘1 277, 296, 000 3, 107, 000 
Floods above 32-foot stage prior to July 1, | 
1952: | 
ES ER eS ee nena 33. 2 1.2 25, 200, 000 4, 555, 000 
ei ach chalice a titling Sled | 35. 3 1.3 27, 405, 000 8, 894, 000 
RE Re ER Gack cyte. gam bind laws iie 39. 4 1,2 86, 809, 000 31, 133, 090 
Apr. 27, 1937... 35. 1 1.3 19, 897, 000 8, 569, 000 
Jan. 26, 1937.... | 34.5 1.0 15, 263, 000 7, 516, 000 
Et ME a eth tecnkbwadsenonacasedee 46.0 .6 185, 096, 090 30, 058, 000 
SE LDS... 8 ciendn ntggwoause 32. 4 1,2 8, 089, 000 3, 690, 000 
SS ee a ae ee | 33. 6 2.8 5, 100, 000 12, 848, 000 
SU. Rs ccackncees inssshs Me thince atest } 34. 5 1.2 6, 900, 090 6, 834, 000 
Feb. 16, 1908......----- Se 3s 33.9 | 1.2 5, 500, 000 5, 370, 000 
as 38.7 | 2.0 26, 600, 000 27, 224, 000 
DED ieipuckesdkencis ipowanibie | 32. 2 La 3, 400, 000 3, 471, 000 
RE oe chit caatrncsidiemsenis eeu 33. 2 1,2 4, 600, 000 4, 555, 000 
EE eS Sol ie cithinve wclaintipedun nes 32.1 1.2 3, 200, 000 3, 282, 000 
ee 2 st ceweame 35. 6 1.4 9, 900, 000 | 9, 762, 000 
Es ly Ba daeicinaaaedinonnapsencsen 32.1 1.2 3, 200, 000 | 3, 297, 000 
ee ee ros | 32.7 1.1] 4, 000, 000 | 4, 013, 000 
ee eee | 34.5 1.2 6, 900, 000 6, 834, 000 
in ea wncbcumecbongawnner 36. 5 1.4 | 13, 800, 000 13, 776, 000 
Ghai capcincwankibnniasanwes | 34. 6 1.3 | 7, 000, 000 6, 941, 000 
OO SL a ae eee | 33. 2 1.2 | 4, 600, 000 4, 555, 000 
Oe 34.2 1.2 6, 200, 000 6, 191, 000 
eS OR ee << e 32.9 1.2 4, 200, 000 4, 230, 000 











1 Damages in Pittsburgh engineer district below sites of reservoirs, based on price levels prevailing at 
time of flood occurrence. 
2 Based on current prices. 


Flood damages along the Allegheny and Ohio River Valleys above the vicinity 
of Wheeling, W. Va., are estimated for valley reaches, designated as damage 
districts, each having a key point as control center. These damage districts 
have the following limits: 


River reaches 


Name of damage district 








Downstream limit Upstream limit Control center 
PE incsinticticanih diciubsatathestoeanaiie Ohio River, mile109 | Mouth of Beaver River, | Wheeling (lock 12 
below Pittsburgh. (Ohio River, mile 25). gage). 
IN Mouth of Beaver Dams Nos, 2 on Allegheny | Pittsburgh (Point 
River. and Monongahela Rivers. gage). 
New Kensington-............. Dam 2on Allegheny | Dam 4 on Allegheny River | Dam 4 gage. 
River (mile 7 (mile 24 above Pittsburgh). 
above Pittsburgh). 
Ni ec ements | Dam4on Allegheny | Dam 7 on Allegheny River | Kittanning (dam 7 
River. (mile 46 above Pittsburgh). gage). 
Oil City—Franklin........... Dam7on Allegheny | Tidioute (mile 170 above | Franklin. 
River. Pittsburgh). 


itched aimnncinitcnss BRE a cnwensoass EES eee Warren. 
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While damages vary between these districts from flood to flood depending 
on the incidence of the storms producing the floods, the median distribution of 
damages between these districts is in about the following percentages: 


Damage district Percentage of damages 
WN ian oo ie no ck rctiignne cid a 5 nc eacdecse band 30 
I ke ti a. les si Sacinadis ci eclaca Wa ceipta al Gai aan ait sacle haoeed aan ae 40 
NOW GeO . coc ean ecard cds hades eee dee coche ses 12 
AGU s . hes saws ids ch a enh ol da eee ae 5 
CH CARON oo. nin. Lili ope werent aia diatins taba Bk bectennens davies 1 
TO iiss x cide dal ees ehh nines aloha a a a 12 


POTENTIAL FLOOD DAMAGE DOWNSTREAM 


Mr. Taser. What are the estimated annual flood damages above 
Wheeling, W. Va., assuming no reservoirs or local flood protection 
works have been constructed since 1936? ; 

Colonel Smyser. On the assumption that none of the reservoirs on 
the Allegheny River and none of the reservoirs on the Monongahela 
or any other of these streams are in operation? That same tabulation 
gives a listing of the damages that would have occurred without any 
authorized reservoirs. The damage at Pittsburgh below the reser- 
voirs from the same floods that I read to you would range from $4 
million to $185 million to $277 million in a single flood. I shall be 
very happy to leave that column in the tabulation, sir. 

Mr. Taper. I think I would like to have that. There is not any 
substantial water getting down to Pittsburgh where it can possibly 
do any damage to that territory; is there? 

Colonel Smyser. They have had some very severe floods, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Not where the water came down from this location. 

Colonel Smyser. This has contributed to the flood, sir. Every 
stream on the upper Allegheny and Monongahela has contributed to 
the damage at Pittsburgh because those two tributaries are the only 
place the water comes from. 

Mr. Taser. That might be so, but it is still 75 miles, is it not, 
from the Kinzua Dam to Pittsburgh by water? 

Colonel SmMyser. That is correct, sir. It is a little farther than 
that. 

Mr. Taser. Farther than that? 

Mr. Fenton. Two hundred. 

Mr. Taser. Two hundred miles. How would you get water 
holding up at flood stage for that distance from a place like that? 

Colonel Smyser. Sir, all major flood control systems of reservoirs 
work on the principle that water may be retained as much as 6 weeks 
before it is due to arrive in the main stream. 

Mr. Taser. How long will it take at the Kinzua Dam to fill the 
reservoir? 

Colonel Smyser. It depends, sir, on the maximum rate at which the 
rainfall would occur. It would depend on the condition of the ground, 
whether you had any snow cover on the ground, whether the ground 
was frozen. It would be extremely difficult to state how long it 
would take to fill it. The best way would be to put it this way, sir: 
It will take an average of 8.1 inches of runoff from every bit of ground 
above the dam to fill it. That amount of rainfall plus snow cover has 
occurred in a matter of a week or 10 days. You could get that much 
runoff, in other words, above there in a week or 10 days. 
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Mr. Taser. They never have had that on this river, have they? 
Colonel Smysrr. I believe one flood, sir, ran off the equivalent of 
8.9 inches, or more, rainfall. 


DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

Mr. Taser. Would this be a dry dam? 

Colonel Smyszer. No, sir; it will have a conservation pool, sir, a 
permanent pool of 24,000 acre-feet capacity, sir. 

Mr. Taper. How many acre-feet in the whole plant? 

Colonel Smysrer. The gross total is 1,180,000 acre-feet, sir. 

Mr. Taser. So about 20 percent would be kept—— 

Colonel Smyszr. No. sir. 

Mr. Taser. You said 20,000 acre-feet, did you not? 

Colonel Smysrer. About 2 percent, sir. 

Mr. Taser. How many acre-feet? 

Colonel Smyser. Twenty thousand to one million, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Is there 1 million acre-feet in the dam? 

Colonel Smyser. It is 1,180,000. 

Mr. Taser. All right. I misunderstood you. What flood protec- 
tion work has been created between Pittsburgh and this place in the 
last 20 years? 

Colonel Smyser. Sir, on the Allegheny-Monogahela River Basin 
above Pittsburgh, we have the following reservoirs: Tionesta, East 
Branch of Clarion, Mahoning Creek, Crooked Creek, Conemaugh, 
Loyalhanna Creek—all on the Allegheny. 

We have Tygart River and Youghiogheny on the Monongahela. 

Those are all above Pittsburgh. Just below Pittsburgh we have 
two more, which are the Berlin and Mosquito Creek. Those reser- 
voirs cost a total of $115 million, and to date since their construction 


they have prevented damages of $256,118,000, a little better than 2 
for 1. 


(Off the record.) 

Mr. Taser. What was the acre-foot flow in Kinzua in March 1956 
during the period the river was above flood stage in Warren? 

Colonel Smyser. I would rather supply it for the record. 

Mr. Cannon. If you will, please. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


The information is included in the tabulation relative to reservoir flood storage 
utilization on page 341. 
Mr. Taper. This would be the measure of the flood-control storage 


needed to prevent damage from the largest flood flow of record in 
Kinzua, would it not? 


Colonel Smyser. I am sorry, sir, I did not hear. 

Mr. Taser. This information would be the measure of the flood- 
control storage needed to prevent damage from the largest flow of 
record of Kinzua? 

Colonel Smyser. It would indicate what Kinzua would have done 
had it been in existence during that period; yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Will you furnish for the record the periods when the 
river was above flood stage at Pittsburgh and the effect the Allegheny 
River flow at Kinzua had on such floods, taking into account the river 
travel time? 

Colonel Smysrr. I will be happy to do that, sir. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


The third column of the tabulation presented on page 341 gives the effect of 
Allegheny River flow at Kinzua on flood stages at Pittsburgh. 





341 


FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION 


Mr. Taser. Will you also furnish for the record the estimated re- 
duction in the damage figures reported on page 128 of fiscal year 
1958, public works hearings, if the Allegheny River flows at Kinzua 
had been held back by a reservoir at that point? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows:) 

The estimated damages that would have been prevented by Allegheny River 


Reservoir since 1936 are as follows (estimates are based on the price level at time 
of flood occurrence): 


Year and estimated damages prevented 





I ce de Sn ce a a ea SG, Bol, Caer pee > Jes suceid ds wtdaanwe ae 1, 950, 000 
Be Be a ae eGR Ge ee dd te 0 
BG that ek epeaatae oaks Gree cou Sete e Ruins oes 1, 050, 000 
Wee. Shieh eg EE eee a 2 0 
BO 6k ke wwnsedeul sowed GE DOS Ris bata est cele tbkos 3, 451, 000 
PO heb ieis cnt dea knee 2 24 es ere eee 0 
ere ct on tet a = lay Si DOE eis Sian deck bb doblece 3, 498, 000 
Ws ewe. de cceesel eee Ge BI Sk i core ath eta dare 1, 118, 000 
eet oa Sek Orseees 2 = ise 2 22s 5, 102, 000 
| EUSP RS vere ce 24 Oe 3, 745, 000 _ a 
|| a a ey ee 0 Total, 1936 through 

SES RE ee are 0 1956 ee tic hei acca ae 46, 450, 000 


Mr. Taser. What was the total streamflow in acre-feet at Kinzua 
during each period of record when the river was above flood stage 
at Pittsburgh? 

Colonel Smyser. We will be glad to furnish that. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


The volume of flow at Kinzua which is significant with respect to periods 
when the river is above flood stage at Pittsburgh and other points is that volume 
which’ would be stored during the flood periods under the scheduled operating 
procedure, taking into account the volume of storage already held in the reservoir 
for low-flow regulation or as residual storage from antecedent flood operations 
when the flood period under consideration began. On this basis the following 
tabulation gives, for recurrence of flood periods dating back to 1913, the estimated 
storage volume that would have been in Allegheny River Reservoir at the begin- 
ning of the flood storage periods, the volume that would have been in storage 
at the end of the periods, and the volume stored during the periods: 


Allegheny River Reservoir flood siorage utilization 




















{Acre-feet] 
rs ] 
Storage at Storage at Volume 
Flood date beginning of | end of period |stored during 
period period 

pe ee eee eee eae ee ee 300, 000 653, 000 353, 000 
I I ali a a i cal es 130, 000 233, 000 103, 000 
CE BE book dh eck cccddansasd theled odniccunubnchudwmenle 315, 000 340, 000 | 25, 000 
I ih oid ds cas dco ctetetatgs ebb eds delbeedat 140, 000 360, 000 | 220, 000 
DOGTE SEEicertrensossces eens etiam aetna taaia ae 470, 000 626, 000 156, 000 
PGE Be Bede cscccce dccncctctaladivddtseanuaubba tee 300, 000 750, 000 | 450, 000 
III 0. in cicmntstiees in dh dneitnibinintameaidiniaae dea eae 120, 000 305, 000 | 185, 000 
SA 584 dddstdancckvcheccescbs piddddddiaidahucttattheidiae | 420, 000 912, 000 | 492, 000 
a a ee Se aidltcbicad ah nactee ohne 560, 000 692, 000 | 132, 000 
BN UT a no Soe rng ee eee | 140, 000 | 535, 000 395, 000 
ST RG hiccnicyicinremdacbabh aid blaamnabbiliicendiewe vatanidnl 303, 000 | 945, 000 642, 000 
a el awiedieapedetnniiee 340, 000 530, 000 | 190, 000 
BI WIE oc cosias.' coca oortadcomod dtcesmene terete eee | 240, 000 | 600. 000 | 360, 000 
I Sn) ge ee ae eee 410, 000 456, 000 | 46, 000 
Ne 380, 000 804, 000 | 424, 000 
January 1913__- Sk. tea DE elles ake dca ade tu aos 120, 000 | 530, 000 | 410, 000 
| 605, 000 


Standard project Se i oa 573, 000 1, 178, 000 











1 The standard project flood is one of reasonable but relatively rare occurrence which is considered basic 
as the objective for reservoir design for flood control. 
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COST INCREASE 


Mr. Fenton. I understand that you have raised the estimated total 
project cost from $101 million to $111 million. 

Colonel Smyser. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. I do not know whether this is repetitious or not, but 
just what does that $10 million encompass? 

Colonel Smysrer. The increase was $10 million over: my previous 
estimate submitted to the Congress. Price level changes accounted 
for $4,475,000 and we had some changes in engineering, design and 
supervision which increased it by $3,061,000. The remaining increase 
was a result of more detailed engineering and design studies which 
made major revisions in the cost estimates for land, damages, relo- 
cations, and construction of the dam. 

It might be pertinent at this time to point out that at the time this 
project was presented to Congress for authorization it had an esti- 
mated cost of $35,700,000 based on August 1938 prices. If we use 
the Engineering News Record Index to merely escalate that price up, 
the price would be $113,500,000 today. 

Mr. ,Fenton. In the revision of the estimates asked for of the 
Corps of Engineers a short time ago—will it help this unemployment 
problem—this particular project was not in this revised estimate, 
was it? 

Colonel Smyser. We did not change the amount of money that 
had been previously asked for. 

Mr. Fenton. As I understood you to reply to Mr. Jensen’s question, 
you said that any additional money would not be asked for until 1960 
fiscal year. 

Colonel Smyser. At the time we made the last request, the question 
of the suit had not been resolved. It was not resolved until the 24th 
of March. 

Mr. Fenron. I am sorry that I was not here on Monday when the 
Middle Atlantic area was up for discussion. 

While I am a great supporter of this project, certainly I am a sup- 
porter of smaller, less glamorous projects from which we get flood 
control and which meets the problem when lives are endangered. They 
are just as important as these big projects to the people of those various 
areas. 

If the Engineers change their estimates on a particular project—for 
instance, on the Susquehanna River, that cannot be started this year 
and which I think is an injustice done to the people of that area—I 
certainly want to go on record as stating that I do not think that great, 
glamorous projects should be pushed ahead to the detriment of smaller 
flood-control projects which are justified. 

This project is going to take a while to complete, I know; but I 
think it will be a great project and I am for it. 

Colonel Smyser. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. I am going to ask permission of the chairman at a 
later date to come back to the Susquehanna River projects so that 
we can discuss that matter. 





| 
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CONSULTANTS STUDY 


Mr. ANDERSEN. Let me ask you a question about the study which 
pe mentioned previously in relation to alternatives to the Allegheny 

eservoir. 

How much work does such a group of experts do in connection with 
the study? 

Colonel Smysrer. The best answer that I can give you on that is 
that in order to determine the fee we figured out how many man- 
days it would take of engineers and various technicians. We figured 
out how much travel would be involved. We figured out how much 
cost there would be for reproduction and everything like that. We 
made an independent estimate as a check on our own estimates and 
we have curves which have been gotten up which show an approximate 
mean line for fees of similar projects. We check it two ways to be 
sure that what we are getting is representative of what is the cost. 

Mr. AnpersEN. Colonel, of course these are very reputable people 
or you would not do business with them. How would you know they 
go through a certain line of work in making such a report? Howdo 
you know that they do all of this preliminary work? 

Colonel Smyser. We check it very closely. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That is part of your contract? 

Colonel Smyser. That is part of the contract. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That is all I wanted to know. Thank you. 


RESERVOIR OPERATIONS 


Mr. Taser. I wonder how the water in that dam would be managed 
by you? Would you keep the dam full or would you let it out as 
water was needed down below, or would you try to keep it as near 
empty as you could? 

Colonel Smysnr. Mr. Taber, we have a very detailed and com- 
plicated plan of operation. Basically, it is based upon the require- 
ments for letting out water during a summer period of low flow. It is 
based upon having a maximum storage available during the times 
when a flood could be anticipated so that the answer to it is that we 
are letting water out when it is needed; we are storing water when 
there is too much down below. 

Mr. Taper. You would begin to store water as soon as the flow 
of water down below got up to a higher stage than you wanted it 
to have? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. As soon as the water down below was 
at a stage we felt was dangerous, we would—or even before that 
point—have started cutting off the flow to whatever the minimum 
was considered satisfactory in the river itself. You must leave a 
certain amount go through for riparian rights. 

Mr. Taser. Sus would then haul the water right straight through 


the springtime until the dry season was on you? 

Colonel SMyser. We would release water over and above that 
required for the summer whenever the river went sufficiently down 
so that the released water would not contribute to overbank flow. 
Throughout the flood season, we would have a maximum storage 
available for a new flood. 
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Mr. Taser. Would it be operated for flood protection or would it 
be operated for the purpose of supplying water to the territory below? 

Colonel Smyser. It is operated for flood protection and that is the 
primary purpose of it. The other is an incidental benefit that we can 
get by the method of operation. 

Mr. Taser. I have a memorandum here that looks like a report 
and it gives the length of the dam and then it says, “Flood control; 
winter, 910,000 acre-feet; summer, 585,000 acre-feet. Low flow 
regulation; winter, 195,000 acre-feet; summer 520,000 acre-feet.”’ 

Is that how you would plan to operate your setup there, or is it 
some other way? 

Colonel Smyser. Those are the limits within which we will vary it, 
depending on what the conditions are at that time. 

Mr. Taser. What would happen to you when your water was up 
to 520,000 acre-feet if you got a real flood, one of these highest floods 
of record or your 300-year flood? What would happen to you? 

Colonel Smyser. We have designed the project, sir, so that if we 
had the reservoir completely full to the maximum pool we have 
sufficient spillway capacity so that we could let out water without 
endangering the dam or facing any kind of a disaster. 

Mr. Taser. If you did that, you would probably wash out Warren, 
is that right? 

Colonel Smyser. If you had the greatest flood of record on top of 
the greatest flood of record, I am sure that there would be a terrific 
flood somewhere. 


EFFECT OF LITIGATION ON BUDGET REQUEST 


Mr. Cannon. In response to an inquiry by Mr. Jensen, you said 
you had asked for a million dollars this year? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You rather implied that had it not been for this 
pending suit, you would have asked for more, is that true? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir; without any regard, shall we say, to 
budgetary consideration or without any regard to the legal problem, 
I have capability, I felt, this year of around $6 million. 

Mr. Cannon. But in view of the uncertainty occasioned by the 
pending suit, you thought it wise to limit your request to a million 
dollars? 

Colonel Smyser. I did, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, will that alleviate some unemploy- 
ment in which we are interested right now? 

Mr. Cannon. What is your answer? 

Colonel Smyser. I feel certain that it would. The thing that we 
would do first would be to enter into a contract with the State of 
Pennsylvania for the relocation of a highway at the dam site. Ap- 
parently if we get that underway this summer there would be more 
work in that area. 

Mr. Evins. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. As I understand it, you have had a history of repeated 
floods in this valley and your studies have shown that the alternative 
methods would cost considerably more and also would displace more 
people. You are reverting back to the Corps of Engineers’ plan, 
which is the proper one? 
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Colonel Smyser. I have recommended to General Itschner that we 


proceed on the basis of the Corps of Engineers’ plan. 
Mr. Evins. That is all. 


BRADFORD, PA. 


Mr. Cannon. We will now go on to Bradford, Pa., and we will 
insert pages 102-a through 106. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


BRADFORD, Pa. 





























(Continuing) 
ens, Weenete.. . . =< ooo se oi eee eee sec a aeasees $2, 200, 000 
TREE MCN ai oS accac saccade ocin scare peas cibeancdaciaaciias alee 2, 750, 000 
sucveses tn utnent eutinthe: «ose 2 tees oe et ne oe 550, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete construction of unit 2..............-.-..----.-------| $831, 700 | $514, 300 —$317, 400 
Continue construction of unit 3............<.................- 1,075, 000 | 1, 600, 000 525, 000 
Initiate construction of unit 4._.....-.------------------------ 100, 000 | 400, 000 300, 000 
Engineering and design. oa ana oten etait mmnaniededaainaieial 30, 000 | 30, 000 0 
Supervision and eiunnidireding:. 3 ck eee 163, 300 | 205, 700 42, 400 
I Siviniachaes siveeminailinamiutines ta tebiateatatian ----| 2,200,000 | 2, 750, 000 550, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
bos 959 budget Revised estimate 
NG MON ais « hditdicccdasns =< pwtcbl seu detadbbulsmeahine sol deed aa December 1960....| September 1960. 
a | December 1957....| December 1957. 
Channel: 
ar 1 cnmemntads 
Cir a wall ck: aie andere adh oacamioa blades camesusibidaalaaiine | November 1958....| November 1958 
Unit 3. Re cetk dongiiarape visiieh Dbeiask aitaiiica ald alata tig a Nai te aia aaa | September 1960__..| September 1960. 
WED Gt. cusvkdentcalénoccecseéasneeete psn aasawebaneiuamemalis ol Tae aes Do. 


| 





Location.—The city of Bradford is in northern McKean County, Pa., at the 
junction of the East and West Branches of Tunungwant Creek, a tributary of 
the upper Allegheny River. The project is located along Tunungwant Creek 
and the lower portions of its principal tributaries, East Branch and West Branch, 
and will provide local protection for Bradford and vicinity. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.25 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 











Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federa! cost_...........-- Sata pe neta ee eared oo aie $8, 200, 000 cienioratinds iit 
Estimated non-Federal cost... cts wclndacn ribeuswanidad cate ee 3 5 SOOO i ec ca S..w.+-. 
Cash contributions__-....__- eis cac Scipio hei lgtels pica igs cate | esa 
rd ae eee cina a ncaa leakaallrasaivaaenn MOGI 220 000 b....42...-- ati 
Total estimated project cost_- Sa i a a a ae ae ened anes areas ee 
Appropriations to June 30, a es a | 1, 939, 000 i cde tie h 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_ ee eae ee Sake St oS 420, 000 |... te a 
Appropriations to date------ cee k 2, 359. 000 | 29 
2, 200, 000 | 56 


eo requested for fiscal year sk ek : 
ce to complete after fiscal year 1959..._.......... A pauau eee 3, 641, 000 





















4 
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PHYSICAL DATA 

Channels: 

Improvement of 20,000 feet along Tunungwant Creek. 

Improvement of 5,000 feet along East Branch. 

Improvement of 8,000 feet along West Branch. 

Adjustments of mouths and lower reaches of Foster Brook, Bolivar Run, and 
Kendall Creek to improved main channel conditions aggregating about 
2,000 feet. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 

















1 
Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
a Le ea im — a 
at a eo ast os oe 100 | December 1957 
Channel: | 
i a aa ee IN a el 100 | 
So iene s diam aint A Re 51 | November 1958 
= hs atars pbigitei ia bine eeadicclutd So adeeke 0 | September 1960 
ch dhs Sith dak Ete e's ded Gabba culbkxuloite 0 | December 1960 
Ne a nO a rte | 21 | Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Bradford and vicinity, which has a population of more than 20,000 and within 
a radius of 10 miles a population of about 35,000, is the main business center 
of the surrounding area and has long been known for its importance in producing 
oil, oil refining, manufacturing, trade, and transportation. The oilfields after 
50 vears of production still produce annually over 12 million barrels of the highest 
grade crude oil. The producers are now engaved in intensive scientific methods 
of secondary oil recovery. About 540 acres, 27.4 percent of the total area of the 
city of Bradford, is subject to flooding. The 1947 flood affected 27 industrial, 
350 commercial and 1,350 residential properties, 14 churches, and other estab- 
lishments in Bradford and the valley downstream to Foster Brook. One death 
was attributed to this flood and 13 persons suffered injury or shock. The improve- 
ment will produce real and important intangible benefits by preventing loss of life 
and bodily injury to residents, eliminating serious fire hazards during floods 
when oil-covered water spreads through the town, and preventing unsanitary 
conditions caused by polluted floodwater. Average annual benefits for the 
project are estimated at $512,500, all flood control. Completion of the project 
at an early date is needed to prevent future disruptions of the industry and 
commerce of the area and to prevent the recurrence of large flood losses, both 
tangible and intangible. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,200,000 will be applied to: 


Complete construction of unit 2________- a loninar tate arctietataeeed $831, 700 
Continue construction of unit 3_____-__- gt 1, 075, 000 
Initiate construction of unit 4____ des: ae edo ne alee an CA ae sath 100, 000 
Engineering and design._ scales sige aa ls gro asi er accisad ant Gib 30, 000 
Supervision and administration________--. Laatste ool in cian 163, 300 


PE Sate chic he eeen Sah ohare tees diets ssi Se 


The work programed for the budget year provides for continuation of project 
construction toward the ultimate objective of providing urgently needed flood 
protection. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in construc- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $2,280,000 broken down as follows: 


Rn Shand dhe oom sheen and ankbe metheleamatunk bwhginie a tehesrel $380, 000 

Relocations: 
SE Ee REN 
WI IIIEIOIN Si ors oes eS Sh ceca nua cia ou 668, 000 
Buncines and other structures... .........2.. 6.26... ces lewewe 747, 500 
a ac ae a ecg Pe hee sO ess ea isochrone ee ae a wee 2, 280, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain the project upon completion. The 
annual cost for maintenance is estimated at $21,500. 
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In addition, local interests have been active in helping to solve the flood prob- 
lem and have accomplished limited improvements at a reported cost of $776,400. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Bradford District Flood Control Authority, 
the authorized representative of local interests, furnished formal assurances of 
local cooperation on April 22, 1955. The authority has fulfilled the requirements 
of local cooperation for units 1, 2, and 3 of the project representing about 75 
percent of the total estimated project requirements. Construction of unit 1 has 
been completed and construction of unit 2 is underway. It is expected that a 
construction contract for unit 3 will be awarded about February 1958. Planning 
on unit 4 is underway and when sufficiently advanced local interests will be re- 
quested to proceed with preliminary work with the view to furnishing necessary 
rights of entry in time to permit initiation of construction scheduled for the 


fourth quarter of fiscal year 1959. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimates —No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. 


Construction, general—Local protection projects (flood control), Bradford, Pa. 


Relocations 

Channel i 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administr: 


fotal applied cost 
only) 
Undistributed costs 


Potal 


only) Fe: 
Pending adjustments__ 


project cost ( 


ition 


(Federal funds 


Federal funds | 


Total cost (Federal funds only) 


Undelivered orders. 
Total obligations - - 
METHOD OF FINA 


Appropriations. tah 
Permanent transfers since | 


NCING 


July 1, 1956 


Unobligated carryover from prior year 


Total funds available for obligation__} 


Appropriations required 


| 
| 


| | Total to 
| Project cost} June 30, 
estimate | 1957 

| 
: 
Ce @ 

bet $5 700 | 5, 600 | 

| 7,314,000 401, 700 
| 264,000} 174, 700 
| 616, 300 | 71, 500 


8, 200, 000 | 653, 500 
i 
| 
! 
i 


8, 200, 000 | 
| 1, 300 
8, 200, 000 | 654, 800 
|. | 333, 600 


za : eee 
| { 988, 400 | 1, 240,600 | 2, 330, 000 


Eieer 2, 089, 000 
ees —150, 000 


| None | 


| 
653, 500 


1 


| fiscal year | 
| 1958 
| 


| 
| 4) 
| : 


$100 |} 
| 1,332, 600 

37, 800 | 
| 105, 600 | 


| 1 475, 500 


1, 475, 500 | 
—1, 300 | 


| —233, 600 | 


..| 950, 600 | 


| 1,370, 600 | 


ae 


420, 000 |... 


cal year 
1959 


$2, 031, 700 
30, 000 


2, 225, 000 


2, 225, 000 


| 1,474,200 | 2, 225, 000 


105, 000 


2, 200, 000 


163, 300 





130, 000 |__ 


Current Budget fis- | Balance to 


complete 
after fiscal 
| year 1959 


(6) 


"$3, 548, 000 
21, 500 
276, 500 


3, 846, 000 


3, 846, 000 


3, 846, 000 
—205, 000 


3, 641, 000 





~ 3, 641, 000 


Mr. Cannon. The matter is obviously clear and I assume there is 
no need for questions. 


SUTTON RESERVOIR, W. VA. 


We will now go on to Sutton Reservoir, W. Va., and will insert 
pages 107—a through 113. 


(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS, FLOOD CONTROL 


Sutton Reservorr, W. Va 


Budget estimate__ 
Revised estimate _ __ 


Increase in budget estimate 


(Continuing) 


$11, 450, 000 
12, 000, 000 


550, 000 
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The increase will be applied as follows 
chee en sttemcicenee - 
1959 budget Revised | Increase 





| estimate 

Continue acquisition of reservoir lands._._......._.-.--....-.- | $453, 000 $533, 000 | $80, 000 
Continue relocation of State secondary ro: ads ine luding land 

acquisition for new locations an 1, 099, 600 1,030, 000 —69, 600 
Continue services by B. & O. RR. Co. in connection with re- | 

DIG SSCL oh be deca ocadidiwn ds 52, 000 52, 000 | 0 
Complete fabr ication of bridge supel istructures re quired for 

railroad relocation work ---- ee ba Seaceaciestnighee 120,000 | 90, 000 — 30, 000 
Complete trackwork for B. & O. RR. relocation under a con- | | 

tinuing contract ____.___-- sichliek iss dihcaneatiiaedl 700, 000 | 620, 000 | —R80, 000 
Complete relocation of utilities in reservoir area.._.___- : | 88, 100 98, 100 10, 000 
Complete cemetery 1elocations eS 62, 000 62, 000 0 
Continue construction of dam under a continuing contract. _- 8, 100, 600 | 8, 700, 000 | 589, 000 
Initiate and complete reservoi: clearing. ...........--- aeitaanl 142, 300 142, 300 0 
Engineering and design____._- i le hisdeddant dtnnites aa | 50,000 | 60,000 | 10, 000 
Supervision and administration ‘ 4 ceaie sae 572, 400 612, 600 40, 200 


RE Si elicit cicasaiicaieeih ced aslnerin ipa ones - oneal 11, 450, 000 12, 000, 000 550, 000 


Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 

Ce TT ee os alcdnere wemeeibnamded ..--| December 1959....| December 1959. 
Lands and damages. - i wise cea een -| July 1909. 
Relocations: | 

Roads__......- Si Na NN at a oil i a a a ame Do. 

| TEMES ear aa aS om aailenadpadeinan’ sae oa December 1959. 

Cemeteries and utilities -.._-_- ; Dcecea deccom mm eeel January 19% wo January 1959. 
Reservoir___..:.... ee os Siler aie May 1959 .| May 1959, 
i lo i : ; maa December 1959_- December 1959. 
Roads, recreation facilities, grounds and permanent operating 

INN Solon ren cd ester wee aden Sy a Ree ote Do. 


Location.—On Elk River 101 miles above the confluence of the Elk and Kanawha 
Rivers at Charleston, W. Va., and about 1 mile above the town of Sutton, W. Va. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.02 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Aecumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost | $33, 400, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost 0 
Cash contribution , | 0 
Other costs | 0 


Total estimated project cost | 23, 400, 000 | 


Appropriations to June 30, 1957 | $8, 291, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 ‘ | &, 000, 000 
Appropriations to date | 16,291, 000 49 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959 } 11, 450, 000 R3 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 a 5, 659, 000 


ee 








349 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity. 
Height: 220 feet (maximum). 
Length: 1,178 feet. 
Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 


Conservation pool (minimum, winter)__........-.....-.------ 4, 100 
Conservation pool (maximum, summer)___--..---...------------ 20, 500 
Flood control (minimum, summer)___.-.......-.----- aap hil 244, 800 
Fieod control. (maximum, Winter) . =: .... 26a 3 ooo ew cum adele 261, 200 

LUGE? CODRGICY . .~ U's... < edekeanaaetiees eed eee at nies: 265, 300 


Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee with stilling basin. 
Capacity: 222,000 cubic feet per second. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


. 
Percent Completion 
P ass.s0a8 schedule 








RS IT RID. wind nt nea tg 6 din men ate emanates ele sacieainaiaeedy 59 | December 1959. 


Relocations: 
Roads- ine Sok Da aetlohie 20 Do. 
Railroads___--- sine es Ses atid idem inke aoGaibe nner 70 Do. 
Cemeteries and utilities. _.......-------__- ee cei beac 22 | January 1959. 
Reservoir... .. - ‘ ieee a alearnermnaraind ocd 31 May 1959. 
ba owas sono beulb sinc scdvusicoseseb se deeekeeaen sage etbhhanaeeee 26 | December 1959. 
Roads, recreation facilities, grounds, and permanent que equipment - 47 | Do. 


SN ashi Sas ets eicn encase neared 


stein tictinesd Gitcmedtiies Senne : 39 | Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Completion of the Sutton project will greatly reduce a flood hazard that exists 
in the narrow and densely occupied industrial valley of the Kanawha River at 
and in the vicinity of Charleston, W. Va. Extreme floods of record have inun- 
dated virtually the entire valley floor of the Elk and Kanawha Rivers and the 
occurrence of a great flood similar to that of 1861 under the present congested 
condition of the valley would result in stark tragedy. The flood of 1861 covered 
the area now occupied by the Charleston business district to depths ranging from 
2 to 11 feet and residential areas were flooded to like depths. The Bluestone 
Reservoir, on New River, controls but 4,565 square miles of the total drainage 
area above Charleston, which totals 10,420 square miles, and it is apparent that 
additional reservoir control is required to assure dependable protection from major 
floods. The industrial developments on the flood plain at and below Charleston, 
located at the confluence of the Elk and Kanawha Rivers, include great basic 
alcohol, ammonia, and chlorine products plants which help to make the Kanawha 
Valley one of the greatest chemical centers of the world, a major United States 
naval ordnance plant, and large general manufacturing industries, all of which 
are of utmost importance to the national defense and economic welfare, <A 
major portion of the processing and manufacturing works of the Carbide and 
Carbon Chemicals Corp. is located on a large island in the Kanawha River 
downstream from Charleston. The island is subject to inundation by major 
floods, and if flooded, damage to the property on this island alone would amount to 
approximately $6 million. The major industries located in the flood plain have 
a combined value of over $1 billion and an extreme flood, similar to that of 1861, 
would result in a major degree of destruction to most of the plants and force 
some of them out of operation for undetermined but long periods of time. This 
project will also make available a source of water which will be of general benefit 
to downstream areas as a result of low-flow regulation. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $11,450,000 will be applied to— 


Continue acquisition of reservoir lands-__--_...__..--.----------- $453, 000 
Continue relocation of State secondary roads, including land acqui- 

ee Er NIUE oi nnd ence a et 1, 099, 600 
Continue services by Baltimore & Ohio RR. Co. in connection with 

a a as aie eee dbs mn ees 52, 000 


Complete fabrication of bridge superstructures required for railroad 
NOMS op8 robe ae nae ah eee oo coe ae 120, 000 
Complete trackwork for Baltimore & Ohio RR. relocation under a 
PRIN i oe cee ce eee Ue Ae Se 700, 000 


Complete relocation of utilities in reservoir area_______--_--__-__- 88, 100 
Complete cemetery relocations _ _ _--- Deh eee ace 62, 000 
Continue construction of dam under a continuing contract__.---__- 8, 110, 600 
Initiate and complete reservoir clearing__________-_-_- Ee ae pe 142, 300 
Ppermeering ail Gesign. ee ke ees isa 8 cia civ car tanto 50, 000 
Benerveren ana sanunmirawon. 9. 2: = 52 < ce cle 572, 400 

I kama ta ia aa a a ear “1, 450, 000 


Completion of the project at the earliest possible date is very desirable to 
furnish flood protection in the highly industrialized areas downstream. The 
Kanawha Valley has experienced rapid industrial expansion in recent years and 
many new industrial developments continue to locate in the flood plain. A high 
percehtage of the industries crowded into the narrow valley are essential to the 
national economy of the country and the Kanawha Valley industrial center is 
considered to constitute one of the major flood risks in the Nation at this time. 
The requested amount of $11,450,000 is required to permit orderly and economical 
construction progress during the budget year. 

Non-Federal costs.—None required. However, the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad 
Co. has paid $62,800 toward relocation of their tracks for a modified slope and 
other betterments. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$33,400,000 reflects an increase of $4 million over the latest estimate ($29,400,000) 
submitted to Congress. Increases include $103,000 due to price levels on un- 
committed work, $437,000 for relocations based on progress to date, bids re- 
ceived for bridge structures and cost experience on similar trackwork and 
$3,300,009 due to faulty foundation conditions encountered in the first phase of 
dam construction. Reanalysis of requirements of Government costs in connec- 
tion with land acquisition, engineering and design, and supervision and adminis- 
tration results in an increase of $160,000. 





351 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
I GINO eck ntiiacandcccameien $1, 800, 000 $812, 200 $450, 000 $453, 000 $84, 800 
Ee ae pide nndiebe 7, 397, 000 3, 888, 200 1, 361, 400 1, 755, 100 392, 300 
Reservoir_... . sew Lise ammabodd 205, 000 62, 700 |__-. 142, 300 |.-- 

Dam... anit cigdibaweine diets wi Scene atene tite -} 20, 175, 000 1, 583, 400 5, 458, 200 8, 113, 600 5, 019, 800 
Roads. peneueanse sean -| 190, 000 116, 400 29, 200 | = 44, 400 
Recreation facilities _....__.-_._...--_..- | 78,000 Sack ba ied 78, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_..._..__- 52, 000 7, 200 37,700 ‘ d 7, 100 
Permanent operating equipment ----- 83, 000 |--- ne 83, 000 
Engineering and design-._- | 1,350,000 | 993,900 | 265, 000 50, 000 41, 100 
Supervision and administration _ -- | 2,070,000 548, 300 | 600, 000 613, 400 308, 300 





Total applied costs (Federal funds 
only) ; ‘ 
Undistributed costs 


| 


| 8, 201, 500 | 11, 127, 400 | 6, 058, 800 


33, 400, 000 | 8, 012, 300 


* | 133, 600 | — 56, 000 | —46, 000 | —31, 600 

Project costs (Federal funds only) - .-. 33, 400,000 | 8,145,900 | 8, 145,500 | 11,081,400 | 6,027, 200 
Pending adjustments__ | } 1, 400 | —1, 400 . - 
Total cost (Federal funds only)......| 33, 400, 000 8, 147, 300 8, 144, 100 | 11, 081, 400 6, 027, 200 
Undelivered orders -. 144,000 | —144,000 | +368,600 | —368, 600 
Total obligations. _ 33, 400, 000 8, 291, 300 8, 000, 100 | 11, 450, 000 5, 658, 600 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Appropriations 7, 661, 400 8, 000, 000 rs 
Permanent transfer since July 1, 1956 +630, 000 | 
Unobligated carryover prior year 100 
Total funds available for obligation. ; 8, 291,400 | 8, 000, 100 | 
Appropriations required ____- Bb Asecees 11, 450, 000 5, 658, 600 
| 


FOUNDATION PROBLEM 


Mr. Cannon. According to the justifications, there has been an 
increase of $3.3 million in the cost of this project due to faulty founda- 
tion conditions. A year ago last January the greater part of the 

engineering and design work had been completed and construction of 
the dam had been started. It seems rather remarkable that these 
deficiencies in the foundation are not discovered earlier. 

Why the lag in discovering your foundations were insecure? 


25230—58—pt. 2——-23 
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Colonel Smyser. We knew that we had a poor foundation condi- 
tion. That is to say, we had a thin zone of fractured rock and clay 
overlaying a sound rock strata. From the borings that we had taken, 
it was not apparent as to whether or not we could risk putting the 
dam on it. It looked all right. Our geologists thought it would be 
all right and when we excavated we saw it over a large area and we 
thought it was an unjustifiable risk. 

Mr. Cannon. Was it quicksand or crumbling rock? 

Colonel Smysmr. It was a thin layer of fractured rock in between 
two good layers. It was not very much, but a section which could 
have carried water under high pressure and jeopardized the dam. 

Mr. Cannon. Why did you say you encountered this delay in 
discovering this situation? 

Colonel Smyser. Our borings showed that there was this zone but 
you could not have borings over the whole foundation. When we got 
into what had looked like it might be a local problem, we found the 
problem extended over the whole dam foundation area. 

Mr. Fenton. Would there be any possibility on the Sutton Reser- 
voir of getting a local contribution on account of the increase in low 
streamflow water use? 

Colonel Smysrr. No, sir; I think not, siz 


BARKLEY DAM, CUMBERLAND RIVER, TENN. AND KY. 


Mr. Cannon. We will now pass on to Barkley Dam, Cumberland 
River, Tenn. and Ky., and ae insert pages 114—a through 120. 
(T he pages referred to follow: 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


BaRKLEY Dam, CUMBERLAND RIVER, TENN. AND Ky. 


(Continuing) 
IU I, Ss cugnah in nh 'an Sebel sitegrmeoy muds nissan dh Raabe ews sik . $8, 500, 000 
Revised estimate _ __ Sa eae aes Si ii aN aoe alae . 10, 500, 000 
Increase in budget WAIN LOLs 4 S59 Soe ie bt Sot ae. 2, 000, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 








1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue acquisition of lands in reservoir area and in the | 
towns of Eddyville and Kuttawa, Ky | $2, 400, 000 $3, 900, 000 | $1, 590, 000 
Initiate relocation of streets and utilities for the towns of | 
Eddyville and Kuttawa, Ky | 500, 000 | 100, 000 —400, 000 
Complete construction of the lock cofferdam, common ex- | | | 
cavation for lock, and left bank earth dam... ; 600, 000 600, 090 | 
Initiate construction of the lock en 3, 900, 000 4, 000, 000 | 100, 000 
Continue contracts for turbines and generators | 200, 000 700, 000 | 500, 900 
Engineering and design ; aaa oa ae 500, 000 | 700, 000 | 200, 000 
Supervision and administration 10€, 000 500, 000 | 100, 000 
BE cat dincnakgakewsde: 7 8, 500, 000 10, 500, 000 2, 000, 000 
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Revised completion schedule 














j } 
1959 budget | Revised estimate 
| | 
Entire project __- ere a ae ee | April 1966 ‘ | April 1965. 
Land acquisition J aeccmnaib te ~ Soasauipiciseacsudiahoanaiieneid ..| January 1965......) July 1964, 
Relocations ship an : f ; _.......-| September 1964 | July 1963. 
Ne | ee keen ceabe ocacaeiccen|: GND RERCaca October 1963. 
Dam closure eal Ewe Sidi ; a iat oath A ice secant May 1963. 
ne whees ahi de batsmen aabeiiied aa Siadiniea tile cumini | January 1962__._._.__| May 1961. 
Canal... wkd a oa si ..-| July 1964__ September 1963. 
Power on line: 
ist unit, 32,500 kilowatts._..................... ‘ ....| November 1964 November 1963. 
2d unit, 32,500 kilowatts. _- 


Ssapiets a diaenaaaete : March 1965 


March 1964, 
ee een ee 


alacant | July 1965 - July 1964. 
4th unit, 32,500 kilowatts. _...........-..-- .----.------| November 1965 November 1964. 





Location.—On the Cumberland River, 30.6 miles above the mouth, in Lyon and 


Livingston Counties, Ky., near Grand Rivers, Ky., and approximately 160 river 
miles below Nashville, Tenn. 


Authorization.—River and Harbor Act of 1954. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.23 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| | 

| | Accumulated 
| Amount percent of 
estimated 

| Federal cost 








Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) 


salidstaiiteciadhcdmaminaialineetida te | $174,000, 000 |............... 
Estimated non-Federal cost. _-..---- Boob tbateiiees Gaiclia alist adaes cae DE cixcndetteme *4 
Cash contribution _-._- 5a 0 . 
Other ersts coed : ‘ — 0 ‘ tule 
Total estimated project cost___....-- : . alll ; ‘ 174, WOO, OOO |._....- sa 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957...................-..-...--.. iliac diendaadll b Se Bi cokecneue a 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1958_....._.. oi Oo oeaetae ae BO i siitcagt anced ; 
Appropriations to date_.._......_.-- Riadidinnsicedecadiiiacabaacosakne oe 6, 476, 000 | 4 
Appropriations request for fiscal yeur 1959__.............--- pieeilitnimabieel 8, 500, 000 9 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__._. 


xa ndteteediwee | 159, 024, 000 | 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity and rolled earth fill. 
Height: Maximum, 155 feet. 
Length: 9,392 feet (does not include width of lock or powerplant). 
Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Flood control (elevation 375-359)... ......................- 1 1, 273, 000 
Power (elevation 359-354) __ 





es cehia anton valk aiiaaheaiag anlar chs 1 282, 000 
Minimum pool (below elevation 354)_..._...........-.--_--- 693, 000 
Total capacity - ~~ -_--- > 4 ay shit apes capil lana aera 2, 248, 000 


! Normal operation during nonflood season; fiood contro! allowance to be increased to 1,555,000 acre feet 
(elevation 375-354) during season of major flood flows. 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir. 
Capacity (maximum pool): 620,000 cubic feet per second. 
Gates: Sixteen 40- by 50-feet tainter; one 40- by 50-feet vertical lift. 
Power installation: 
Ultimate: 4 units at 32,500 kilowatts; 130,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 4 units at 32,500 kilowatts; 130,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 44 feet. 
Lock: 
Type: Conerete gravity. 
Chamber size (clear dimensions): 110 by 800 feet. 
Lift (normal): 57 feet. 
Canal: 
Length: 1.5 miles. 
Width (bottom): 600 feet. 
Depth. (minimum pool): 16 feet. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1958) Pere-nt 

complete 

i a dts ie tela a dkes ade hnddiah agua nes 2 

Cee i 8 Mb ie ek el 1 

en On. oe aca wane wens ciecen duu nuwenes 43 

Lock (common excavation and cofferdam construction)__________________- 45 
Completion schedule: 

I Suk DI SE 2 a chcitapnialne oiniiwlerw atmaemien April 1966. 


ieee BOaUisition. . .._.. 2... .=.=.- 


Sa eeS as January 1965. 


Relocations _ _- Sas ea les ss wa lee a pal acpi eee = <i September 1964. 
CIENT og oe ee October 1964. 
Dam closure ____. recetizcetecieuscs see Sc October 1964. 
Lock__-_ ‘ De ee Sf > Cee Pee Pe Januarv 1962. 
Eh a AL ANT aii cals ade amici ttgieannk eka aehcameet ee July 1964. 
Power on line: 

Ree MG. Be. MEO WOES. gw ook mee oe ee ecy November 1964. 


2d unit: 32,500 kilowatts_ A eee ........- March 1965. 
pea Gee Saaeo kowatee 2. eo eee July 1965. 
4th unit: 32,500 kilowatts ‘ _...-. November 1965. 


Note.—No other construction features underway or completed. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Completion of this project will provide for the comprehensive utilization of the 
water resources of the Cumberland River below Cheatham Lock and Dam (nearing 
completion) including navigation, flood control, and hydroelectric power pro- 
duction. The navigation component of this project is of major importance since 
existing locks on the Cumberland River below Cheatham Lock and Dam are obso- 
lete and do not provide for present needs. Some of the 5 crib-type dams to be 
replaced are over 40 years old and work on the new project should progress as 
rapidly as possible before serious trouble develops. Indicative of the demand 
for use of the Cumberland River for navigation purposes is the continuing in- 
crease in traffic volume experienced during recent years in spite of the inadequate 
existing facilities. Tonnage moved on this river at the present time, together 
with indicated additional traffic expected to develop, stamps the waterway as one 
having considerable potential toward becoming one of the more important arteries 
of the inland waterway system. Substantial flood control benefits to the Ohio 
and Miss‘ssippi Rivers will be realized by construction of the project. Hvydro- 
electric power from the proposed installation of 130,000 kilowatts capacity will 
be integrated into the regional requirements of regions 19 and 20 of the Federal 
Power Commission. The power demands of the TVA system, into which the 
Barkley power may be fed, are rapidly expanding The addition of the project 
to the power system of the Cumberland—which includes the completed Dale 
Hollow, Wolf Creek and Center Hill projects—will enhance the dependability 
of the system’s power output. Moreover, the value of the increased flows from 
the upstream completed projects would be wasted without the main river power 
dams. In addition, provision is made in this project for a canal connecting with 
Kentucky Reservoir on the Tennessee River in the interest of interchange of 
navigation traffic and to permit utilization of the flow of both rivers to the best 
advantage. The canal will increase the annual electrical energy output of the 
Barkley project 120,000,000 kilowatt-hours. River traffic between the Cumber- 
land River and points on the inland waterway system downstream from the 
Tennessee River will save approximately 20 miles by going through the Kentucky 
pool. Also, the canal will provide an alternative route to the Ohio and would 
avert a complete stoppage of river traffic which would otherwise occur in case of 
unavoidable closure of the Barkley or Kentucky locks. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $8,500,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area and in the towns 


of Bddyvwilie ent. Kuttewa, Kyu a. oo ele Sn bk $2, 400, 000 
Initiate relocations of streets and utilities for the towns of Eddyville 

ION TE nn ce itieinuaneenemieemanhoncaeemiees ae 500, 000 
Complete construction of the lock cofferdam; common excavation for 

looked left bank earthy damoc.<d.0!! csoclecuvlucecl. ce ccd 600, 000 
aeetiate construction of the lock ..-.................cseecu ankle 3, 900, 000 
Initiate contracts for turbines and generators. __.........-.-----~- 200, 000 
NENG OEE CURR eng oi wccicansbawsccanmcsuweuuldude 500, 000 


Supervision and administration 


aki svn alsa pe NA ascends eae aaamemeadbom ein alas iat 8, 500, 000 





| 
| 
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The funds requested for fiscal year 1959 are the minimum required to permit 
meeting the scheduled dates for beneficial use. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal-cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$174 million is an increase of $7 million over the latest estimate ($167 million) 
submitted to Congress. $4,415,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels. 
Engineering and design and supervision and administration were increased 
$1,680,000 to reflect experienced cost and provide for contribution to the retire- 
ment fund. The remaining $905,000 increase is due to reanalysis of requirements 


based on more detailed studies and design. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 
















Balance to 





t Total to Current | Budget fis- 

Feature Project cost complete 

estimate _—z ~~ —- after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages. .................-.-- 26, 520, 000 233,100 | 1,026,900 | 2,400,000 | 22,860,000 
Pcie <tuscctgiecatentasadeins i GE EE Banna pcngyslndnineeses 500, 000 24, 900, 000 
, BES SR eee See eee ers A 8 2 eee eS . 5, 725, 000 
ML Sa cinpitinecadaacduunstokagpeabened 19, 600, 000 |_....-.----- 200, 000 80,000 | 19,320,000 
Lock - - reese: 11,600 | 2,668,400 | 3,930,000 | 20,790,000 
Fish and wildlife facilities. Leama cakadetondieigtls 2, | SSS SS ee ree Re 2, 668, 000 
Iii an cidnwses abel eownepenenain pa ET Eo ncn denies tekacaaanien 200,000 | 39,000, 000 
SS ohn dei Ss cralaneh neiticnihiet aie tema CME Cnc daditdGankahnocaltcidendadb dates 48, 000 
i ctirn Agen Wngobesetcntiaiiiqswilebehta TRE Beensanptnia dan Rat cco need didaraereens 11, 570, 000 
pT a ae eee EE Biche Bae Sg keke thee nnal tet eobos 400, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_........-- Bk ak wanda Skt. ttlad nd enc cell ecstiglesincn aes 84, 000 
Permanent operating Sener heii iiases DED SB ccuincphibeobabennunctnlne ace midn 105, 000 
Engineering and design___. ._.-- 5, 300, 000 919, 300 661, 600 500, 000 3, 219, 100 
Supervision and administration........--. 9, 980, 000 67, 900 272, 100 405, 300 9, 234, 700 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
RID ans ty Suet cesteatnaaodaba 174,000,000 | 1,231,900 | 4,829,000 | 8,015,300 | 159, 923, 800 
Undistribuved DS os Be oe ae 6, 000 RR a —15, 100 
— project cost (Federal funds 
a aa ar as 174,000,000 | 1,237,900 | 4,838,100 | 8,015,300 | 159, 908, 700 
Pending odjestanants ies issih cinch cca ap bli creeper ie Ae aos Coy i ach Sia era ee 
Total cost (Federal funds only)-..--../174,000,000 | 1,237,900 | 4,838,100 | 8,015,300 | 159, 908, 700 
IO Nias cccctucbunenieniowianticntudavacboe 185, 700 114, 300 584, 700 —884, 700 
eel Ci, sewnc sc cetntciisssbiccineae 1, 423,600 | 4,952,400 | 8, 600, eco 159, 024, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING i. oy 

IIIS 5c én 0scnccnndientennndeeamelceddaeuekinel OEE T GOES OOS Fein deeecccnsinbencteegenc 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956... -..|.......----- WEEAGED bisciessdccttcewcsetcues Sinica 
Unobligated carryover from prior year... -.|-...-..--.-.-]..---------- 52, 400 FOGES lkcutpacciana 
Total funds available for obligation _.|.........--- 5 OIE. BE in cette Rint ree 
I CIOs ad on bk naib cee deen cs ecchncdicceneeeaweacnenecen 8, 500, 000 | 159, 024, 000 








DESIGN CHANGES 


Mr. Cannon. Some rather major changes have been made in this 
project since it was presented last year, even though you had pro- 
gressed to the point of having the main structure out for bids at the 


time of last year’s hearings. 
advertised for, I believe. 


At that time bids had already been 


Last year you were planning a dam 7,314 feet long with a maximum 


height of 130 feet. 


Now you are planning one 9,392 feet long and 155 


feet high. You have considerably increased the length and the height. 
What was the occasion for this change? 

Colonel Smyser. The major changes have been that since I testi- 
fied last year we have completed what we have called the general 
design memorandum which evaluates the full hydraulic, foundation 
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conditions, and all of the current features. On the basis of that we 
felt. that the structure would cost us $174 million instead of the pre- 
vious estimate that I had given you of $167 million. 


COST INCREASE 


That does include over $4 million for price increases, as well as the 
contribution to the retirement fund. I might point out that the plan- 
ning report that I gave you last year was based upon July 1955 prices. 
If I merely take the Engineering News Record Index on these prices 
and escalate it to today’s prices, I would have over $174 million as a 
cost, if I had not changed a feature. 

Mr. Cannon. There has been a marked rise in costs? This has 
occurred during that interval? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir; may I change one thing, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Cannon. What ch: ange is effected in the cost? 

Colonel Smyser. I would like to change one statement I made. 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. 

Colonel Smyser. If I used the Engineering News Record Index and 
just escalated prices, the price would be $183 million as opposed to 
$174 million, which we gave as based on detailed estimates. We are 
actually under the price rise in that. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the purpose of this dam? 

Colonel Smyser. This is a multipurpose dam navigation on the 
Cumberland River. It is for power, navigation, and flood control; 
three purposes. 

Mr. Cannon. You have explained the changes in the dam and the 
increased costs. You have not vet told us why the dam as originally 
designed would not have served the purpose as well as the larger and 
more expensive dam. 


DESIGN CHANGES 


Colonel Smyser. I have just had a note passed to me here and I 
might say that we merely changed the size of the powerhouse. Actu- 
ally the dam has not changed its physical dimensions and we have not 
changed the location of the dam at all. 

Mr. Cannon. But you have extended and raised it? 

Colonel Smysrer. We have included in the length here, I see, a sort 
of a subsidiary dam to the west of the powerhouse, just a minor 
thing not included last year 

Mr. Cannon. The dam was 130 feet high, as originally planned, 
adequate to give you sufficient power rather than run it to 155 feet? 

Colonel Smyser. Those he ights have not changed. 

Mr. Cannon. Was that a factor in enlarging the dam? 

Colonel Smysrer. We have not changed it. 

Mr. Cannon. But you have enlarged the dimensions of the dam. 

Colonel Smyser. It is more apparent than real. The height of the 
water behind the dam has remained the same. 

Mr. Cannon. You say here that the length of the dam is 9,392 feet. 
That isalonger dam. That does not include the powerplant, so that, 
as a matter of fact, you are really going to have a longer section there 
than this second estimate. You originally designed it for 7,000 feet. 
You modified the dam to 9,392 feet and now you tell us it will be even 
larger than 9,000 feet because by the time you add the width of the 
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lock and the powerplant, it should be considerably larger and will 
run over 10,000 feet. 

Colonel Smyser. Most of that change, Mr. Cannon, is entirely in 
the little earth levee that goes out on the far sides. The main structure 
still is the same main structure we had before. Where the money is, 
is in the spillway section, the powerhouse, and the lock. The other is 
just an adjustment in the length of the supporting levee section. 

Mr. Cannon. I have here the hearings of last year, page 133, and 
you gave us here data on the type, length, height, capacity, of the 
dam. If you gave us this in last year’s hearings, ‘why was this change 
necessary or why could you not have at that time given us the length 
you have given us here? 

Why does not the length include the width of the lock or the power- 
plant? As a matter of fact when you add the length and the width of 
the lock and the powerplant, what would be the final length of this 
dam? 

Colonel Smyser. I will have to add them up, sir. The length of 
the dam as we have given it today is 9,392 feet. 

Mr. Cannon. Yes, and last vear you gave us the data on it and 
said the length would be 7,314 feet. 

Colonel Smyser. The lock section, including the chamber, is about 
201 feet; the power intake section. 

Mr. Cannon. How wide will the powerplant be? 

Colonel Smyser. Approximately 470 feet. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the total? 

Colonel Smyser. Another 670 feet, roughly. 

Mr. Cannon. That brings it over 10,000 feet? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir; the change is entirely in the earth em- 
bankment. 

Mr. Cannon. But you have never yet told us why you wanted a 
longer dam. It is more expensive. If the other dam would have 
served the purpose, why increase the length and the cost of the dam? 

Colonel Smyser. The only reason for doing that at all was to get 
the best possible foundation conditions and make sure that we had a 
safe structure from the engineering standpoint. 

Mr. Cannon. Did the defect in the foundation cause you to 
increase the length of the dam, or the width of the dam? 

Colonel Smyser. We changed the alinement. As you probably 
know, you can see on the plan here, we are relocating the Illinois 
Central Railway over the top of the dam and we have made some 
adjustments in the earth embankments, which are the inexpensive 
portion of this, to fit in with the relocation of the railroad and to take 
advantage of the natural foundation. 

Mr. Cannon. Does the railroad bear any part of this expense? 

Colonel Smyser. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Where is the railroad located now? 

Colonel Smyser. The railroad crosses the Cumberland River on its 
own bridge, just above the dam site, sir. It would be completely 
flooded out by the dam. 

Mr. Cannon. Building this to serve both as a bridge and a dam 
must increase the cost of the dam. You must have to build a much 
sturdier structure, wider, and better bastioned than you would if 
you were building a dam without a railroad running over it, is that 
not true? 
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Colonel Smyser. No, sir; not appreciably. There will be increased 
expense but not appreciably because the major force we have to 
contend with is not the weight of the railroad, but the hydraulic 
forces of the water itself. 

Mr. Cannon. And the vibration of the railroad will not affect the 
maintenance of the dam? 

Colonel Smyser. All we have to do is to be sure we can take care 
of it safely. 

Mr. Cannon. Here is a rather mysterious thing. 

You are increasing the height of the dam from 130 to 155 feet and 
still you tell us the reservoir capacity of the modified designed dam 
will be identical with that of the originally designed dam. I should 
think that increase would change that. 

Colonel Smyser. No, sir; we have not changed the height at which 
we are going to raise the height of the water behind the dam. 

Mr. Cannon. Why change the height of the dam? 

Colonel Smyser. That has to do with the foundation condition, sir. 
This happens very frequently. When we first give you an estimate, 
we do not have the general design memorandum. We give an esti- 
mate and then usually the draftsman measures the height of the dam 
to where he thinks the foundation will be. When he finishes—as we 
have in this case—the full foundation investigation, we find that we 
have to go down 10 or 20 feet more in spots and the draftsman will 
merely say that the dam has changed height by 10 or 20 feet. Ac- 
tually, if you had to refer to sea level or some fixed elevation, we have 
not changed the water level or generally the top of the dam with 
relation to that. 

Mr. Cannon. Increasing the height of the dam is not at the request 
of the railroad for a better roadbed? 

Colonel Smyser. It has nothing to do with that. In most cases, 
not only here but in other structures, it is merely a draftsman change. 
The dam still comes to approximately the same elevation that it did 
last year. The water level is still the same. 

Mr. Cannon. It seems that there must be a change when it costs 
us considerably more money. 

What do you estimate will be the difference in the cost of the dam 
as between the dimensions submitted before and the cost of the dam 
with the dimensions submitted last year? 

(The following information was later furnished the committee in 
explanation of the changes in length and height of Barkley Dam as 
shown on the justification data for fiscal year 1958 and for fiscal year 
1959:) 

‘There has been no significant change in either the general location or physical 
dimensions of the Barkley Dam. 

(a) The difference in length between justification data submitted for fiscal year 
1958 and that submitted for fiscal year 1959 is in the earth abutments and results 
from the following: In making detailed foundation explorations, it was necessary 
to slightly rotate the axis of the structure in order to obtain better foundation 
conditions for the lock and concrete spillway section of the dam and to provide 
better approach conditions to the lock. Rotation of the axis of the dam required 
an increase in the length of the right and left bank earth abutment sections, which 
increased the length of these sections by approximately 2,078 feet. While the ro- 
tation of the axis of the dam increased the length of the abutment sections, the 
increase has provided for a more economical and desirable location in the right 


abutment for the approach grade of the Illinois Central Railroad which will be 
relocated across the dam. 
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(b) The apparent difference in height between the justification data submitted 
for fiscal year 1958 and that submitted for fiscal year 1959 is accounted for as 
follows: The elevation of the top of the dam is the same as that when the project 
was authorized. In the instance of the Barkley Dam, the height is given as the 
distance from the top of the dam to bottom of the foundation. The necessity to 
excavate additional rock to provide an adequate foundation results in the increase 
in height as shown in the fiscal year 1959 justification data. 

Colonel Smysrer. Mr. Cannon, I would like to correct that. We 
have indicated that the change on the dam itself would only increase 
the cost $639,000. 

Mr. Cannon. You have the same capacity? 

Colonel SmyseEr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. This is to be a power dam and the capacity of the dam 
will affect the amount of power produced. 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. If you raise the length and height, why could you 
not produce more power? 

Colonel Smyser. We would have to raise thé water level behind the 
dam. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you raise the water level when you raise the height 
of the dam? 

Colonel Smysrer. We could do that but then we would find out that 
we would have to pay greater damages for the increased flowage and 
we are at the height which is most economical now. 


RESERVOIR DEPTH 


Mr. Cannon. The reservoir was planned for a depth of 24 feet at 
minimum pool but now has been changed to 16 feet. Why has this 
change been made in depth when you are not changing the capacity? 

Colonel Smysrer. It was purely a question of whether or not we 
needed the flow. The purpose of the canal is to balance the flow of 
water in the Tennessee River and in the Cumberland River. That 
will permit excess water from either stream to be delivered to the 
other and go through the generators either at the Kentucky Dam or at 
the Cumberland River Dam. It will also permit navigation between 
the two rivers and as a result of that we are not planning an auxiliary 
lock at either the Kentucky Dam or the Barkley Dam because we 
will not need an alternate. You have an alternate route to the Ohio. 

Mr. Cannon. Will that change affect navigation? 

Colonel Smyser. No, sir. 


POWER 


Mr. Cannon. Why do you now plan 4 power units at 32,500 kilo- 
watts instead of 5 at 26,000 kilowatts, planned last year? 

Colonel Smyser. Mr. Cannon, that change was entirely due to the 
fact that manufacturers advised us that they could make larger 
turbines than we had previously estimated on. As a result of that, 
we will get the same power capacity at a saving of over a million 
dollars in the units. 

Mr. Cannon. That is due to an improvement in the manufacture 
of the turbine? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Cannon. Last year you estimated that this project would be 
completed in April 1964. Your original 1959 submission carried an 
estimate of April 1966 and even your revised submission, which 
increases the 1959 request by $2 million, contains an estimate of 
April 1965. Is it the major revision of this project that has caused 
you to lose a whole year? 

Colonel Smyser. No, sir; the major change was due to the restric- 
tions on obligation and limitations of expenditures. We delayed the 
turbines and generators many months and as a result that time 
has gone. 

Mr. Cannon. What was the purpose of that delay? 

Colonel Smyser. It was a delay on account of the limitation on 
funding and expenditures that the Chief of Engineers testified to. 
That was due to the restrictions that we operated under for the first 
8 months of this fiscal year. 

Mr. Cannon. You have lost a year there and putting power on the 
line is even farther behind schedule. Last year you estimated the 
first unit would be in operation in July 1962 and now even under the 
revised, stepped-up schedule, you estimate November 1963. Why 
have you lost more on this phase than you have on the project as 
a whole? 

Colonel Smyser. Mr. Cannon, that is actually more apparent 
than real. 

We have only 4 units now to go on the line instead of 5. The last 
unit of five would have gone on the line in November 1963. My last 
unit will go on the line in November 1964 so the total slippage is 
exactly the same as for the project as a whole, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What area will be served by this power unit? 

Colonel Smyser. We will turn the power over to the Southeast 
Power Administration and they will dispose of it. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. First of all, Colonel, the dam as contemplated 
today means an expenditure of $174 million, is that correct? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir; the project as a whole. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. We have appropriated through the fiscal year 
$6,476,000? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnpERSEN. Colonel, of the $174 million, how much is repre- 
sented by addition to the structure because of the supposed feasibility 
of producing additional power? 

Colonel Smyser. None, sir, if I understand your statement cor- 
rectly. The power in the structure will pay for the costs which have 
been allocated to power. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You are not increasing the overall dam size to 
produce more hydroelectric power? 

Colonel Smysrer. We have not done that since the original. 

Mr. AnpEeRSEN. The purpose of my question is this: You say in 
the justifications that the hydroelectric power from the proposed 
installation will be integrated into the regional requirements, and so 
on, and that the power “demands of the TVA system will use this up 
and the TVA power demands are continually expanding, of course. 
Here you are adjacent to a big coal-producing region. We have just 
a few hundred miles to the east in West Virginia a situation where 
we are told that there is economic distress because of the fact that 
the coal mines are not operating. We have the same thing in Penn- 
sylvania and probably in Kentucky. 
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Why would it not be more consistent with good economic policy to 

end some money on a big steam plant there to step up our power in 
ieee other three dams which you have mentioned rather than spend 
a considerable amount of money for the production of more hydro- 
electric power? That is only good up to a certain point. Water level 
in the dam will determine whether or not you have firm power and 
you do need steam power in a big system like that. 

I am just mentioning this from thinking about the overall economic 
picture of that entire area. I think we are a little bit overdoing hydro- 
electric power and perhaps we should consider some steam plants in 
there through which you firm up a lot of power which otherwise you 
can never get from the hy droelectric plants, as you well know. 

Do you not feel that perhaps it is more feasible to consider doing a 
little bit for TVA? That is, in order to help them, you would be 
doing more to help them if the Government would recommend the 
establishment of several big steam plants along there, and at the same 
time help all of these coal mines in Kentucky and Pennsylvania. I 
am throwing this out as a point for discussion. We have economic 
distress on one big field, and we know that is the coal-mining industry. 
It seemed to me that we are accentuating it. 

Mr. Kirwan. There is plenty of coal there, too, and it is cheap. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. There is an unlimited supply of coal. We bave 
the same problem on up the Missouri River, or we will have it in the 
future. There we have the entire States of North and South Dakota, 
and the northern part of South Dakota is underlaid with an unlimited 
supply of lignite coal. It seems to me that someday we should have 
big steam plants up there consuming that cheap coal and at the same 
time producing additional firm energy as a result of the billion dollars 
we are throwing into those partic ular dams. That is just my line of 
thinking, that we are missing a good bet if we do not. 

I am applying that same line of thinking here to the TVA system. 
I remember 15 years ago I voted for that highly controversial steam 
plant on the floor of the House for the TV A. Tam glad that I did, 
and I think that I showed good judgment. I think that today, per- 
haps, we are missing the boat by not voting for more of them in the 
heart of these distressed coal areas of our Nation. Have you any 
comments on that? It is a little bit out of your field, but I did want 
to get something in the record on it. 

Colonel SMyser. My only comments that I think I would be 
justified in saying would be this: The structure is economically 
justified on the basis of whether we build it for navigation alone, 
flood control alone, or for power alone. I think it would be a mistake 
to not take advantage of the fact that this water will go to the sea 
anyway and not run it through a turbine. 

Mr. AnperRSEN. I am glad to hear that answer from you. You 
are not wasting additional money. You are not putting additional 
money in the project simply to secure hydroelectric power at this 
point? 

Colonel Smyser. The hydroelectric power at this point will stand 
on its own feet, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Colonel, $174 million is a lot of money, as far as 
T am concerned, and I just wonder if, perhaps the construction of a 
multipurpose dam at this point is not utilizing more money than 
necessary to achieve what we know you have to get done. That is, 
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to protect navigation on the Ohio River, in the first place, and then 
flood-control benefits are secondary. 

I simply bring it out to show that, to me, it seems we are pushing 
hydroelectric power a little too far for the economic good of the people 
in that great area. 

Mr. Kirwan. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am for public power and these other benefits. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. So am I, up to a certain point. 

Mr. Krrwan. You just asked a question that has to do with the 
generation of this power. This project will cost $174 million and 
there are no non-Federal costs. 1 think that the colonel said power 
is going to pay for the cost of the dam. Is that it? 

Colonel Smyser. I said that the costs attributable to the power 
features are economically justified. 

Mr. Krrwan. I want your answer to this: What is the difference 
whether we put that much money in there for the power people to 

ay, and the power will pay for it, or whether we furnish water to a 
ow flow to huge steel plants and they pay for it through taxes? 

The tax dollar is going to the United States Government. Whether 
it comes from power. or from something else makes no difference. 
These are non-Federal funds. In Youngstown, Ohio, they are asking 
for $12 million to build a dam. One-half of that is up to the local 
interests. If they pay these taxes, what difference does it make? 
Why should local interests pay this $6 million in this case? 

Mr. AnpeRsSEN. Either they were wrong in what they did to you 
in that project in Ohio, or we are wrong in the entire system. 

Mr. Krrwan. Something is wrong somewhere. 


ALTERNATIVE DAMS 


Mr. ANDERSEN. The two propositions are not consistent. Colonel, 
did you not have an alternative to the so-called Barkley Dam, which 
consisted of two other dams which were proposed having to do with 
navigation and flood control and no power features? 

Colonel Smyser. That is correct. The Barkley project combined 
the other dams because it had a larger pool, a higher pool; then the 
hydro—— 

Mr. ANnpERSEN. You are taking advantage of it to create that 
hydropower? 

Colonel Smyser. That is right. The only comment I have on 
that is that in the case of power it is sold for cash. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That is right. How much did those alternatives 
cost? How much were those two alternative dams? 

Colonel Smysrr. I do not know, sir. I can supply it for the record. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Would you guess they did not amount to the $174 
million we have here before us? 

Colonel Smyser. I would be sure they did not. 

(The information follows:) 

The current (July 1957 base) estimates of the two proposed Cumberland River 


navigation projects which are eliminated from the Cumberland River improve- 
ment by the Barkley Dam are as follows: 


Kuttawa lock and dam $18, 300, 000 


Dover lock and dam____----------------2-2------------------ 24, 600, 000 


SE ci Reliddewtibatnnintersnninnpndammmminttnen aitin 42, 900, 000 
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Mr. ANDERSEN. That is my recollection, too. 

I get back to my old basic premise now. From a purely economic 
point of view, Mr. Chairman—and I am not discussing this from the 
standpoint of whether or not we should produce power—it seems to me 
we are perhaps harming that region, a radius of perhaps 500 miles all 
the way around, by minimizing the production of steam power through 
utilization of some of these other 

Mr. Taser. It is not being passed up. There are all sorts of 
great big outfits building steam plants all the way through Ken- 
tucky, southern Ohio and in the Virginias. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That is true to a certain extent, Mr. Taber, but 
at the same time one of the economic distress fields in our Nation is 
the coal mining industry. 

Mr. Taser. These people are building them just as fast as they 
can be built. 





VALUE OF STEAM PLANTS 


Mr. Evins. I appreciate the gentleman’s comments and I com- 
mend him on his fine statement and on his vote which he indicated 
he made some 15 years ago on the building of steam plants. 

* With reference to that there is constant opposition to the building 
of steam plants, as the gentleman knows. 

The steam plants of the country are basic within a utility operation. 
Also I would say the steam plants provide the biggest market for 
coal in the country—Kentucky, Illinois, perhaps not as far as Penn- 
sylvania but they provide a substantial market for coal. There is 
always opposition to them when they are proposed. 

With specific reference to this particular project, the Cumberland 
River in northern Kentucky and up to northern Tennessee is controlled 
by and developed by the Corps of Engineers. TVA does not touch 
it at all. This river flows into the Ohio and Mississippi. 

Is this not considered the last major dam on the Cumberland River? 
It is considered an important major link. 

Colonel Smyser. Which the Corps of Engineers is developing, yes, 
sir. 


JUSTIFICATION FOR PROJECT 


Mr. Evins. Also is not this project justified on navigation alone? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Is not this proposition also justified on flood control 
alone? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Is it not also justified on power alone? 

Cplonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Is not the Cumberland River one of the major rivers 
in the country so far as tonnage of traffic is concerned? 

Colonel Smyser. It is. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Let me make plain I am not in any way opposing 
this project. I was just trying to bring out this further-reaching 
phase of general policy, and which is beyond the scope of the Army 
engineers today. : 

Mr. Evins. I understand the gentleman’s position and commend 
him for it. : 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Thank you. 

That is all, gentlemen. 

Mr. Cannon. Anything further? 
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COST WITHOUT POWER 


Mr. Frenron. How much less would this particular dam cost 
without the hydropower features in it? 

Colonel Smyser. We have allocated to power $69,869,600. 

Mr. Taper. That means it would be over $100 million if it were 
built without the power. 

Colonel Smyser. $104 million roughly, sir. 

Allocated to flood control $57,690,500. 


POWER VALUES 


Mr. Cannon. What revenue do you expect power to bring in 
annually? 

Colonel Smyser. We based this on having an annual benefit of 
$4,390,000. 

Mr. Cannon. In addition to that it would render service to a large 
area there which otherwise would suffer for need of power? 

Colonel Smysrer. Otherwise we would have water going into the sea 
which would not be used. 

Mr. Cannon. It would be wasted? . 

Colonel Smyser. That is right. 

Mr. AnpersEeN. And you will firm up the existing power level 
throughout that area? 

Colonel Smyser. It would probably result in more steam plants 
since hydropower furnishes the peaking power for steam plants. 

Mr. Fenton. How much coal would this hydro plant displace? 
Do you know? 

Colonel Smyser. No, sir. I have no figures on that. This will be 
used primarily for peaking power as opposed to a base load which you 
would have on a big steam plant. 

Mr. Fenton. Of course, that is always the argument. 

Mr. Evins. As I understand your testimony, when you speak of 
raising the elevation of the dam you actually mean lowering into the 
boring, digging deeper? 

Colonel Smyser. That is the point I was trying to make. 

Mr. Evins. This is in the lower reaches of the river near the Mis- 
sissippi, and it is very flat land there. That necessitates the wide 
earth fill coverage you have indicated. 


COAL DISPLACED 


Mr. Fenton. Coming back to the cost of coal being displaced, 
could you furnish that for the record? 

Colonel Smyser. Figures on annual coal used per kilowatt-hour. 
I will furnish that for the record, sir. 

(The information requested follows :) 

A steam-electric plant would use approximately 270,000 tons of coal annually 


to produce the quantity of power to be generated by the Barkley project. 
CHEATHAM LOCK AND DAM, TENNESSEE 


Mr. Cannon. Cheatham Lock and Dam, Tennessee. We will 
insert 121—a through 126. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 





we 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


CueatHAM Lock AND Dam, TENNESSEE 


(Continuing) 
ROS I nce 0: «en sis: pits tiige nian sat ciliata ceca ad dain ttt adinen eae $959, 000 
Revised estimate... 50 9250. Su ae ee ee 959, 000 
Incrense in Dutignt estimate. ciusi ed hl 6 A in ce A be 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 





estimate 
Fiscal year 1959 funds to be applied as follows: 
Complete construction of powerhouse superstructure_...__ $529, 200 $529, 200 
Complete fabrication and installation of turbines, gover- 
es See ay 90, 000 90, 000 0 
Complete fabrication and installation of accessory elec- 
trical, miscellaneous powerplant equipment, and con- 
EI IIE. siicincntoncuciasciueieimiiinamnl 120, 000 120, 000 0 
Complete construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities_ 40, 000 40, 000 0 
INE CUE Cine cinta eernarsncrarn to ibalices habiseeeinaiaiadl 45, 000 45, 000 0 
Supervision and administration..._.................-...-- 134, 800 134, 800 0 
959, 000 959, 000 0 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget | Revised estimate 
SN I to ini se 5sisnn ss ainin ak tg torsade rmemeiacomae a alias Tiare June 1959_......- | June am 


Land acquisition - - uk .do 


set ——— 


Relocations... isbintgnesk aetna _...-------.-] November 1956___- Weveniber 1956. 
Reservoir clearing - -- - -- cee eel. Seu tiidnddasawa in ak site eae 0. 
Dam closure__.-- ioe ccenietueuianmem ae July 1954.......... July 1954. 
Lock placed in pe rmanent oper: ation __. : _.....-...| August 1954_.____. August 1954. 
Power on line: 
Ist unit, 12,000 kilowatts__._- a Mla ilk hae ; ..| March 1958. _ .---- April 1958. 
2d unit, 12,000 kilowatts. __- , : -| July 1958.._..._-..| August 1958. 
3d unit, 12,000 kilowatts “ 


: , 12: 3 November 1968...) December 1958. 


Location.—On the Cumberland River, 148.7 miles above the mouth, in Cheat- 
ham and Dickson Counties, Tenn., about 9 miles northwest of Ashland City, 
Tenn., and approximately 42 river-miles below Nashville, Tenn. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act as modified by the act of June 
19, 1952. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.26 to 1. 


Summarized financia! data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) 
nes TRON OEE CORE nog ncn c oe cakechcbn ck dossdasecddndecdsnvakes 
en CRURTUIGINEL Sooo ik ect Raidic ndscidaddaeetesetnaned 





SE, oo eon bctthik b ceddansodbsawdbkdnuamaddumnk ales saeieateia 
AI a NN ae | a ee cia. 
OIE DH TO FO TOG i. wdcceccctbactavelinpanctesescchstemrtehinds | 27, 866, 000 Sere 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958... ...............-....--.-----..-------- SY ienkdsuebhiesene 
TS OS CINE, ong cdcnin ad thts Sein crdpneecroneneneteseWbetntneys 29, 241, 000 97 
Appropriation request for fiscal year 1959. .............--...-..--.--.----.. 959, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959___...............---..-.-....--.- D Nisscdaiigesedos 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam (Overflow): 

Type: Gate controlled, concrete broad crested weir with stilling basin 

Height: Maximum 75 feet. 

Length: 495 feet (does not include width of lock or powerplant). 
Reservoir capacity: Run of the river plant, storage not significant. 
Power installation: 

Ultimate: 3 units at 12,000 kilowatts; 36,000 kilowatts. 

Presently planned: 3 units at 12,000 kilowatts; 36,000 kilowatts. 

Nominal head: 22 feet. 

Lock: 

Type: Concrete gravity. 

Chamber size (clear dimensions), 110 x 800 feet. 

Lift (normal), 26 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) ati. 
Entire project__.......-.-- aE alleen igilaataiac ta Age a thet os een gee 93 
Pies Gr SabervOlr GFOR... .. cc eensuvins 2 settee cut ewseswes wound 97 
iG a pa ek es re oe I De 100 
TTT TT ne ee 100 
een IRIN A eee ee een ab ake gineloe aaidumude 99 
Innere ONIN ta UIUUNE ES Cb Ste | lS kt Pa ge tS eet Sis Pe a oe. 99 
Powerplant coffe ina Ma memati hme 8 oe ag Na TN 100 


Construction of powerplant substructure ---__...-.--.-..--------------- 100 
Construction of powerplant superstructure, switchyard and installation of 
equipment_ a 
Procurement of turbine 4S, gove: rnors, and gen ner srators_ nee 
Procurement of accessory electric and miscellaneous powerplant equipme nt_ 93 
NI is sn mis és Eko 2 . 93 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 
Permanent operating equipment 
Completion schedule: 
Entire project___............... 


Pew EAN eed wuwewaewe—~ oO 


_. June 1959. 


Land acquisition - ~~ --- aia & doe oS aemctnnrn oo aes Do. 
I cigs Bk Ss eweisivceuns Baie ee ee November 1956. 
Reservoir clearing bl Bete ee en a eee ee Do. 


INU et hg SS tl a ae July 1954. 
Lock, placed in permane nt oper: SN ake a ae August 1954. 
Power on line: 
Ist unit, 12,000 kilowatts_ 
2d unit, 12,000 kilowatts 
3d unit, 12,000 kilowatts_ 


sr KctwEleseuust _.... March 1958. 
el ee eee _.. July 1958. 
Se eee E .. November 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Tennessee Valley Authority has emphasized its need for additional power 
and has requested that all economical hydroelectric power available in the Cum- 
berland River Basin be developed as rapidly as possible. The addition of the 
Cheatham project to the power system of the Cumberland—which includes the 
completed Wolf Creek, Center Hill and Dale Hollow projects—will enhance the 
dependability of the svstem’s power output. Moreover, the power value of the 
inereased flows from the upstream completed projects would be wasted without 
the main river power dams. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $959,000 will be applied to com- 
pletion of project, as follows: 


Complete construction of the powerhouse superstructure____..-___.-- $529, 200 
Complete fabrication and installation of turbines, governors and gen- 

er rca eas rete ais tk 2 os to Ret Rade Gl nee ee oie Ie 90, 000 
Complete fabrication and installation of acce ssory electrical, miscella- 

neous powerplant equipment and construction of switchyard odlAvLere 120, 000 


Complete construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities.__.______-__- 40, 000 
en ee ee enunena nan <sQltl-shels deanbetnebderne 45, 000 
Slee Oe BOreinisiration. . 2.6... ..2sios ce ceuin~sss-- 134, 800 


ea ai i a ee 959, ( 00 


With the funds requested for fiscal year 1959, the project can be completed as 
scheduled. 
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Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$30,200,000 is a decrease of $100,000 from the latest estimate ($30,300,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This decrease is due primarily to reduction in contingencies 
for the various features based on the advanced stage of completion of the project. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Rommteee Games. o> 83555: 5.5-.255ch $1, 660, 000 | $1, 599, 100 $10, 200 ee, OO8 bec ckcaceace 
I 6668 innings adibannandaetona 177, 400 Re EE losak are ttl ccnhsrccastehiiilbecsueas 
Reservoir........... cadmas <Sicumessiiaceate 625, 800 I Rack 2s: cE Nad nhcdaan daa badiinuenan 
ihe =: Suc w cuca cctuitaecommantaleumadeel 3, 296,000 | 3,291, 400 MeO Cita 8 sis decinst Eade ied 
ta osatn nievanacs an cha ademeeitn te het aaa teees 5, 820,000 | 5,794, 100 NP Beenie aida aekl oenacdnttinhtiiris 
iin as vn decimate saseeuasioll 14, 771, 000 | 12,391,500 | 1, 640, 300 yf ee 
IN io ae oe a te ee 94, 500 88, 300 SN Bicek barca aeiceiiaenaen 
ete ere eee ere 13, 200 WE Be Bk enivacdacosnccatiessenemeeoa’ 
Buildings, grounds and utilities______..._- 138, 600 8, 600 90, 000 9, CR hcatitsnss~- 
Permanent operating equipment-_-_-_____-- 73, 500 25, 000 48, 500 |_.._. ill a tearieiatna eto 
Engineering and design ___._......._____.. 1, 370, 000 1, 240, 800 84, 200 OO PB ui nntciate 
Supervision and administration--__-_____-- 2, 160,000 | 1,755, 800 269, 400 Ee, BOO Nninin<ax 





Total applied cost (Federal funds 
RINE ctievcnttle titi inn: Sei a pnt so adler< 
Undistributes ests... .... 2.2.2.2... 


30, 200, 000 | 27,011,000 | 2,180,000 | 1,009,000 
aoe oe 5, 400 —5, 400 





Total project cost (Federal funds 
Ne oo ntonainwnae -..----.}| 30,200,000 | 27,016,400 | 2,174,600 | 1,009, 000 
POU DE RIIIINE in cites distinc ~~ a<itiaip adele 


Total cost (Federal funds only) 30, 200, 000 | 27,016,400 | 2,174,600 | 1,009, 000 
Ves CN GUE aie - ovo ccciicducnecacadant 679, 900 — 679, 900 





“RGN GNRnONES. os ke cdecccnccann 27, 696, 300 | 1, 494,7 1, 009, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


I inns tdi: tbe aie ahs Awe apecees 27, 866, 000 WiaeG, Cie b. .n ib eitt- sheets. 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956. ....|............]-.....-..-.- ok apne ca sea acta a 
Unobligated carryover from prior year___-- Sst mimbien nein ac anass aie 169, 700 CINE Tncccnensenes 


Total funds available for obligation__|..........._|..........-- OR FEE ain aks scbbicincia 
Appropriations required 959, 000 |. 

















Mr. Cannon. There are no questions. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. Operations and Maintenance, insert pages 127 
through 134. 


(The pages referred to follow:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
1. Navigation 

(a) Channels and harbors.—None. 

(b) Locks, dams and canals.—The budget estimate of $11,407,500 provides the 
minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements, essential dredg- 
ing, snagging, and repair and rehabilitation of locks and dams on 9 projects. 
This estimate includes $25,000 of the $2 million provided in the budget for reduc- 
tion of the backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. It also includes $20,000 
for payment to the State of West Virginia for damage to State property by dam 
No. 4 on Little Kanawha River required pursuant to Public Law 996, 84th 
Congress; and $112,500 for restoration of dam No. 3 on same river contingent 
upon local interests furnishing any additional funds required and satisfactory 
assurances of other local cooperation pursuant to Public Law 85-294, 85th Con- 


25230—58—pt. 2——-24 


i tt ii etait 


a 








gress. 
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In addition, the estimate provides $100,000 for initiating the preparation 


of the Muskingum waterway structures for abandonment as a Federal project 
pursuant to section 2, Public Law 996, 84th Congress, contingent upon local 
interests furnishing any additional funds needed as required, entering into agree- 
ments with the Corps of Engineers regarding prosecution of the work prior to its 
commencement and reaching agreement with the General Services Administration 
for transfer of the project structures and appurtenances to local interests under 


provisions of above-cited act. 


The amount requested recurring annually is the 


necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, 
materials and parts required for the day by day functioning of the project. 
Periodic requirement and one-time requirements are indicated under remarks 


below. 


Project 





ILLINOIS 
Ohio River locks 

and dams. 
Ohio River open 


channel work. 


KENTUCKY 


Rivers. 
Kentucky River-- 
OHIO 


Muskingum River 


PENNSYLVANIA 
Allegheny River -- 
Monongahela 

River. 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Kanawha River--.- 


Little Kanawha 
River. 


Tygart River Dam. 


Other projects 
maintenance 
periodically. 


Total locks, dams 
and canals, 


| 

Cumberland River. 
Green and Barren 

| 

cf 





Fiscal 
year 
1957 


$7, 052, 829 








871, 602) 


206, 854 


332, 607 
1, 409, 138 


341, 536 


| 
| 


39, 062 


1, 502 


| 


404, 630 
146, 872 


| 


Fiscal 
year 
1958 

(estimated) 


$7, 435, 697 


812, 512) 


432, 534) 


219, 000 


376, 000) 


382, 307 
1, 488, 912 


391, 200) 


50, 561) 


Obligations 


| 


Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) 








Annual 


$5, 906, 000 


929, 000 


| 
j 


| 





| 289, 000 
| 
| 1,004, 000 


| 


25, 000) .........- 


10, 806, 632 


11, 613, 723) 


Jocewc couse 





| 
186, 000 


324, 000) 








Recurring main- 
tenance 


| 


Periodic 


$1,130,000) 


. 


400, 000) 


| 


} 


| 





40, 000) __ 
25, 000) 


123, 000 
453, 000) 


Total 

fiscal 
year 
1959 


One- 
time 
repairs 





$20, 000) 


100,000} 100, 000! 





412, 000) 


| 1, 457, 000| 








Be gis 


Remarks 


Repairs to wickets, 
lock gates, valves, 
beartrap dams and 
other facilities. 


| Dredging and snag- 


ging. 


Dredging and 
pairs. 


Repair lock gates. 


re- 


Repair lock gates and 
other facilities; in- 
stall new gates. 


Initiate preparation 
of waterway struc- 
tures for abandon- 
ment as Federal 
project pursuant to 
sec. 2 Public Law 
84-996, 84th Cong. 


Repairs to lock gates, 
sills and walls, 

Dredging and _ re- 
pairs to lock gates, 
sills and machin- 
ery. 


Repair gates. 

Payment of $20,000 
for damage to State 
property by dam 
No. 4 required pur- 
suant to Public 
Law 84-996 84th 
Cong.; and restore 
dam No. 3 pur- 
suant to Public 
Law 85-294, 85th 
Cong. at a cost of 
$112,500. 

—— project facili- 
ties; reservoir ca- 
pacity survey, 


Includes an esti- 
mated $173,000 un- 
obligated balance 
brought forward. 
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2. Flood control j 


(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $864,400 for the operation and mainte- 
nance of 17 flood control reservoirs in the basin including 1 project to be placed 
in operation during the budget year, provides the minimum amount necessary \ 
for annual operational requirements and essential rehabilitation work, including 
$15,000 of the $2 million provided in the budget for reduction of the backlog of 
urgently needed maintenance work. The amount requested for maintenance 
recurring annually is the operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; 
labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of 
the project. Periodic or onetime requirements are indicated under remarks 
below. 


| 
| 
| 
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(b)” Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous items and 
inspections).—The budget estimate of $123,500 provides for the minimum annual 
and periodic maintenance requirements of 6 local flood protection projects and 
the inspection of 50 completed works within the basin during the budget year. 
The increase over the prior year is essential to restore the projects to effective 
functioning for flood control. This estimate includes $60,000 of the $2 million 
provided for in the budget for reduction of urgently needed maintenance work. 


Obligations 


Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) 








Fiscal 
Fiscal year Recurring main- 
Project year /| 1958 (esti- tenance Remarks 
1957 mated) 1-time | Total 
repairs 
Annual} Pert- 
odic 

Kentucky: Middlesboro- -- $4, 912 $5, 100 | $4, 400 SINS Tis ctcnn $5,000 | Annual mainte- 
nance of levees 
and floodwalls. 

Ohio: | 

Eee 4, 023 7, 000 Be cictenen ntlaksbiacieiied 7,000 | Channel! clearing 
and reseed slopes. 

PO oo eetasedan 429 3,425 | 3,400 WN aiacecx 3,500 | Removal of debris 
and bars from 
channel. 

Pennsylvania: 

Johnstown...........-.- 3, 866 9,300 | 3,000 | 60,000 |__....-- 63,000 | Removal of willow 
growth and bars, 
Punxsutawney..---..--- 8. 465 10, 200 1,300 | 6,700 j........ 8, 000 Do. 

West Virginia: Elkins__--- 2, 411 1, 000 a fo er 4,000 | Maintenance of 
spillway and 
diversion chan- 
nel. 

Inspection of completed 20, 788 SE THD} GR GOS tn ce cheeses 33, 000 

works. 
—= flood control, 44, 894 Gp ME is ntdduct Peancndeebdasaeue 123, 500 
other. 
Total flood control...) 755,566 | 938,817 |........]........}........ 1,019, 900 | Includes an esti- 
| mated $32,000 
| unobligated 
balance brought 
forward. 





3. Multiple-purpose projects including power 


The budget estimate of $1,544,000 for the operation and maintenance of 5 mul- 
tiple-purpose projects provides the minimum amount necessary for operational 
requirements. The estimate includes $201,000 to provide for operating require- 
ments of additional features on 2 of the projects being placed in maintenance 
status during the fiscal year 1958. The amount requested for maintenance recur- 
ring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project 
facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day func- 
tioning of the projects. 
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Obligations 
| | 1} = a” Fre 
| Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) | 
| Fiscal |_ | . 
Fiseal | year Recurring main-} 
Project year | 1985 ( (esti- tenance Remarks 
1957 | mated) | itt te 1-time | Total 
| | ~ | repairs | 
| Annual} Peri- | | 
| | odic | | 
aap eens | mwa a eet eee = i Se NESTE a 
| } 
Kentucky: Wolf Creek | $332, 687| $321, 3871342, 000 ae --| $342,000 
Reservoir. | 
Tennessee: | | 
Center Hill Reservoir.) 252,570) 250, 754| 256, 000) _ _- wn-ae-+| 256,000 
Cheatham Dam...___- 130,798] 186, 539| 314, 000) $24,000|-------| 338,000] Increasing 
| | requirements 
| | | | j | toward full 
| | | Operation 
Dale Hollow Reservoir. 249, 546) 289, 545] 258, 000 . 258, 000 
Old Hickory Dam ---.. 233, 250| 325, 874/ 354,000) 21, 000 | 375,000) Increasing 
| } | requirements 
toward full 
' operation; 
| repair project 
| facilities 
Total multiple pur- | 1, 198, 851| 1,374 090 wig --+-----|--------| 1, 569, 000) Includes an 
pose projects. | | estimated 
| $25,000 unob- 
ligated balance 
| brought forward. 
Total Ohio Basin ___-|12, 761, 048/13, ONG GON oc. c. =. lecencs. _...----{14, 169, 400! Includes an 
| estimated 
$230,000 unebli- 
| gated balance 
| i | brought forward 
Less unobligated balance j......-- ioe | ee ae alse iii | —230, 000 
brought forward from | 
fiscal year 1958. | 
— {— eee | antes: a ~ ens 
Appropriation re- |_...___-- is , pus |________|13, 939, 400 
quest, fiscal year | | 
1959. 


DAM NO. 3—LITTLE KANAWHA RIVER, W. VA. 


Mr. Cannon. Colonel Smyser, the justifications indicate that you 
have included $112,500 for restoration of dam No. 3 on the Little 
Kanawha River in accordance with Public Law 996, 84th Congress, 
as amended by Public Law 294, 85th Congress. The original limit 
of Federal cost was set at $50,000 and $112,500 is the maximum au- 
thorized under the amendment. Why do you feel the maximum 
should be appropriated? 

Colonel Smyser. Sir, Congress decided last year that the total 
amount of $112,500 would be authorized. In order to do the job re- 
quired we will require a contribution from the local people and it 
should be let under one contract. I could not start the work with a 
partial appropriation, sir. 
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MUSKINGUM WATERWAY, OHIO 


Mr. Cannon. There is $100,000 included to prepare the Muskingum 
Waterway structures for abandonment. Would you tell the com- 
mittee why this is proposed and what work the $100,000 is to provide? 

Colonel Smyser- Public Law 996 authorized the abandonment of 
obsolescent waterways and the instructions in that law were that we 
would prepare them for abandonment and then turn them over to 
the General Services Administration for disposition. 

In lieu of breaching the dams and restoring drainage the State of 
Ohio asked us to consider making the dams available to them. 

We made an estimate of the total cost of putting the dams in a 
reasonably good condition and we also made an estimate of the cost 
of preparing the structures for abandonment; the cost to put the dams 
in good condition being considerably more than the cost of abandoning 
them. 

We negotiated an agreement with the State that if we contribute the 
cost of $235,000, which is our estimate of what it would take to merely 
put a hole in the dams and abandon them, they will accept the struc- 
tures and maintain them for their own use. 

Mr. Cannon. What feature makes it necessary to prepare them 
for abandonment? Ordinarily we just walk out. 

Colonel Smyser. I would not want to do that. The law specifically 
stated we would restore drainage. 

If we leave these dams, sir, we risk having Federal suits every time 
we have a flood. You have that condition, sir, on the Little Kanawha 
River 

Mr. Cannon. There would be obstructions in the drainage? 

Colonel Smyser. If they go out during a flood someone would be 
damaged and the Federal Government would be damaged. We have 
to pay some damage in West Virginia now because one of the dams 
failed in the Little Kanawha River. 

Mr. Cannon. Questions? 





NOLIN RIVER RESERVOIR, KY. 


Mr. Evins. I have been requested by our colleague, Congressman 
Natcher, of Kentucky, to ask him 1 or 2 questions. 


I will supply the letter and questions, and would appreciate your 
supplying the answers for the record. 
(The letter referred to follows:) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., March 22, 1958. 
In re Nolin River Reservoir, Ohio River Basin, Ky. 
Hon. Jor L. Evins, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Joe: The proposed Nolin River Reservoir was authorized by the Flood 
Control Act of 1938. This flood-control project will be located in the Green 
River Valley in Kentucky, and is the only project in our State ready for construc- 
tion. 

For fiscal year 1957, $100,000 was appropriated for planning, and for fiscal 
year 1958, the sum of $138,000 was appropriated to complete planning. 

This project will be located on the Nolin River, one of the navigable reaches 
of the Green River, and it is almost in the center of the Green River Valley where 
we are experiencing considerable difficulty as a result of flood conditions of our 
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streams. Since November of last year a large portion of four of the counties 
in my district in this particular section have been almost completely under water. 
In Butler County, which is a low-income county, 59 percent of the corn was lost 
last year as a result of flood conditions, and great damages were suffered by the 
farmers generally. This county, together with Edmondson County, was declared 
a part of the disaster area for the Green River Valley. This condition has been 
in existence for a great number of years. 

I do hope that your committee will be able to appropriate an adequate amount 
to start construction on this project. I know full well that the budget proposals 
for 1959 contain no money for new surveys, advance engineering and design, or 
construction starts at any place in the United States. This certainly is a mistake, 
and is a sure way to destroy development of our civil functions program. In 
passing, I know you will be interested to know that the Foreign Operations Sub- 
committee, upon which I serve, will be called upon to appropriate a considerable 
sum of money for 35 projects in 22 countries with a large number of the projects 
in the new construction start category. This number added to the 197 navigation, 
flood control, irrigation, and reclamation projects in 46 countries will make a total 
of 232. I realize full well that in all probability the number of projects constructed 
abroad are important to us at the present time, but as a matter of plain, common 
horsesense, it seems to me that we could have a few construction starts in our 
country for fiscal vear 1959. 

I do hope that Nolin River will start in fiscal year 1959, and know that the 
Corps of Envineers’ testimony pertaining to the Ohio Valley will confirm the neces- 
sity of constructins this project and show a fine benefit-cost ratio. 

Your consideration of this matter will be appreciated by me. 

With kind personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Wiuuram H. NatcuHer, 
Member of Congress. 
(The answer referred to follows:) 


The Nolin Reservoir is one of the system of authorized reservoirs for control of 
floods in the Ohio River Basin. Operation of this reservoir will greatly reduce 
flood stages along the Nolin and Green Rivers below the dam and, in combination 
with other reservoirs of the authorized comprehensive flood control plan, will 
contribute to reduction of flood damages along 197 miles of the Ohio River below 
Green River and along the Mississippi River. 

The current estimate of cost for the project is $16,700,000, and the benefit-to- 
cost ratio is 1.6 to 1. 

Preconstruction planning is progressing with funds appropriated to date and 
plans and specifications for the outlet works, the first construction unit, will be 
completed in July 1958. 

From an engineering standpoint and without regard to fiscal policy, an amount 
of $500,000 could be utilized in the first year of construction. 


TENNESSEE RIVER BASIN 
WITNESS 
COL. R. E. SMYSER, JR., OHIO RIVER DIVISION 


Mr. Cannon. Picking up the Tennessee Valley, I understand there 
are no funds requested in “General investigations’ or ‘Advance 
engineering and design”’ here? 

Colonel Smyser. That is correct. 

Mr. Cannon. That is due to the fact that previous investigations 
have supplied ample data? 

Colonel Smysrer. That is right. 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 
LAKE CITY, TENN. 


Mr. Cannon. On Construction, Lake City, Tenn., we will insert 
5—a through 9. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


Lake City (Coat Creex), TENN. 


(Continuing) 
re alt he...... .cccn inrncnaaiopnacdtemmmmnmbeindb ints! ws J, $295, 000 
SE GR a 6 ic ha gatedusmduweiied dtesbelisenksndatebds 295, 000 
Enurease Ih Huceet estumnte..... - 2. oon cca nebulae eta 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Fiscal year 1959 funds to be applied as follows: 
Completion of channel improvement__..............-...-- $245, 400 $245, 400 0 
TRGUORTI CIR IIIS 5s Sin cionsictitlln cbindiciteetbabtiden 5, 700 5, 700 0 
Supervision and administration...................- be aeen 43, 900 ‘ 0 
PO cirdics snishcinesicipinc Cnamakhah wataladdina tavalekalemalaa 295, 000 295, 000 6 





Entire project: 
1900 WUGROEs 5 soc own See cnden Leelee easeccssces Jan. 31, 1959 
Teenie CRU MNNEN.. « dkcinnne Suen tt ini abcess Do. 


Location.—The project is located on Coal Creek, a tributary of the Clinch 
River, at and below Lake City, Anderson County, Tenn., approximately 20 miles 
northwest of Knoxville, Tenn. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1954. 

Benefit cost ratio.—1.22 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
I II hone 5.8 cc eames gutocematasanaibiia amie aaieee TD Briccctecnicinasenceienti 
eT ON GB a agi ic ins Saivincicdecicudcncdadasactigesaesessses TOR AGD Facsececeesenccs 
oy Se aE Rs a) ee Te Si nk5 acceisepieioetth 
Other costs___- ein Sasa he dake Werte ee aisdaciiea die ia ia Eda IO ccicasasivceiicieho tonnes 
Boo fr ne a eee WEEE ac Sccpencidebenn 
po LS eee ee eee ee I Misch ea ie hg 
po Eg ere ee eee IE Ui nciacannioindminl 
ie hs sak Hee tencnndonevdieeunieasesieoubeas 360, 000 55 


Appropriations required for fiscal year 1959___...............--..-.-------- 295, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 teins wud paciusaaceawaent 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channel improvement: 
Main channel: 
Bottom width: 100 feet. 
Length: 2.7 miles. 
Cutoff channel: 
Bottom width: 20 feet. 
Length: 0.1 mile. 
Status (January 1, 1958): Channels: Initiation of construction is scheduled for 
May 1958. 
Completion schedule: January 31, 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The seriousness of the flood problem at Lake City, Tenn., is characterized by 
the frequent flooding and heavy losses sustained. Damages resulting from a flood 
equal to the flood of record (1929) under the present stage of development would 
amount to $655,000, while those resulting from the 1944 flood would be $160,000. 
Major floods have inundated the railroad yards, the main business district, and a 


Se 


a AE 
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large portion of the residential section of the town. The flood history covers the 
36-year period from 1922 to date, and indicates the occurrence of 29 damaging 
floods which caused losses estimated at approximately $1,293,000 under present 
conditions and price levels. The proposed channel improvement will result in sub- 
stantial benefits accruing from the prevention of such heavy losses, thus enhancing 
the economic stability of the community, and will contribute to the health and 
and safety of the inhabitants. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $295,000 will be applied to com- 
pletion of project, as follows: 


aaa a aust afams'ag Rie nia icie Sead areca $245, 400 
Engineering and design_-__- ee 5, 700 
Supervision and administration____-- -_--- ae es Siac cela 43, 900 


a ta faees ee then atau uareviasor efits .. 295, 000 


The project will be completed with the funds requested. 

Non-Federal costs —The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $105,000, broken down as 
follows: 


a ee $63, 000 
RE Cr OIE OT NO na cn sh atin w akichnoatee ms _. 42,000 


RI rca a and dsm sc ase i it elas it lM _.. 105, 000 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual cost for operation and mainte- 
nance will be $2,700. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city council adopted at the regular meeting of 
the council on January 14, 1957, a resolution providing the necessary local assur- 
ances which have been accepted. Acquisition of rights-of-way has not been 
undertaken pending more detailed studies of actual land requirements; however, 
no unusual difficulties in connection with securing the necessary rights are 
anticipated. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$655,000 represents a decrease of $198,000 from the latest estimate ($853,000) 
submitted to Congress. The decrease results from a revision of the estimate due 
to design changes based on more detailed field explorations. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


| | | 


| 


| Totalto | Current | Budget fis-} Balance to 














Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 | 1958 1959 | after fiscal 
year 1959 
| i i 
a) @ | @ | (4) (5) (6) 
Yee pesenennnrresnrimanesinetsinmeatshentasiesnen atsicadataeiepatetballn tains itasihiiiaNettialgaaiaa 
| | } 
Channels and canals__- Be a ees O00; 001 -- O01 001 -.<<55...- =z. 
Engineering and design.____- ; | 40, 000 $14, 300 | 20,000 | 5, 700 | 
Supervision and administration _ - 54, 000 | 900 | 9, 200 | 43, 900 
reine See a eve oe “ep 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | | 
only) ; 655, 000 | 15, 200 | 79, 100 567, 700 
Undistributed costs_-..._...-- . : 
| oats niin ian amen dite lame — 
Total project cost (Federal funds | | 
only) ‘ | 655, 000 15, 200 | 79, 100 560, 700 | 
Pending adjustments. 5 | 
‘ ele nica liiies 
Total cost (Federal funds only) _-. 655, 000 | 15, 200 | 79, 100 | 560, 700 |_- 
Undelivered orders_._...-.-..- 
aati en fem —_ Pernt 
Total obligations 15,200} 79,100} 560, 700 | 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
j | 
Appropriations ; | 20, 000 340, 000 i - 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_-_- | 1 | 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_--_-| | 4, 800 | 265, 700 | _- - 
Total funds available for obligation__| ; | 344, 800 |___ 


Appropriations required_____.........-- | as pci ube 295, 000 |___- 
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Mr. Cannon. The Federal estimated cost of this project has been 
reduced from $853,000 to $655,000. What accounts for this? 

Colonel Smyser. This results from design changes based upon 
more detailed field investigations. We found we could make some 
changes and reduce the cost. 

Mr. Cannon. You are securing the same results. You are saving 
this money without militating against the effectiveness of the project? 

Colonel Smyser. The same degree of flood protection, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. While the estimated cost has been reduced, the 
estimated benefits have evidently been reduced considerably more, 
since the benefit-cost ratio was 1.51 to 1 last year and has dropped 
to 1.22 to 1 this year. There is a considerable drop in the benefit- 
to-cost ratio. Why was that? 

Colonel Smyser. That was due to more up-to-date flood-damage 
studies, and it recognizes the loss of a major industry which has taken 
place since we made the studies, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Has construction started? 

Colonel Smyser. No, sir. We will start this summer, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Bids have been submitted? 

Colonel Smysrr. No, sir. We have not yet advertised, but we 
have completed our planning, and we expect to have it under con- 
struction this summer. ; 

Mr. Cannon. The justifications show that over three-fourths of 
the funds available this year will be unobligated on June 30. What 
assurances can you give the committee that this project will be 
speeded up enough to use this unobligated balance plus the amount 
of additional funds requested for 1959? 

Colonel Smysrer. The best I can give you, sir, is that we are pre- 
pared to advertise, and we expect to make our award on this contract 
before the 30th of ‘June, and that is for the entire project. 

Mr. Cannon. You have no doubt at all that you will meet that 
schedule? 

Colonel Smyser. I expect to meet it, sir. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. Passing on to “Operation and maintenance,” we 
will insert page 10. 
(The page referred to follows:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
1. Navigation 

(a) Channels and harbors.—None. 

(b) Locks, dams, and canals.—The budget estimate of $835,500 provides the 
minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements, structure 
repairs, and rehabilitation work. The amount requested recurring annually is the 
necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of the project facilities; labor, 
supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the 
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eet Periodic and one-time requirements are indicated under ‘‘ Remarks,” 
low. 
Obligations 


Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) 


Fiscal 
Fiscal | year 1958| Recurring main- | 1-time 


Project year 1957 (esti- tenance repairs| Total, Remarks 
mated) fiscal 
year 1959 


Annual | Peri- 
odie 


TENNESSEE 


Tennessee River...... $783, 364 | $852,357 | $766,000 |$77,000 | $7,500 | $850,500 | Repair project facili- 
ties; provide replace- 
ments. Includes an 
estimated $15,000 un- 
obligated balance 
brought forward. 


2. Flood control 


None. 
8. Multiple-purpose projects, including power 
None. 
Obligations 
Fiscal year 1959 
(estimated) 
Fiscal Total, 
Fiscal year fiscal 
Project year 1958 Recurring year Remarks 
1957 (esti- maintenance One- 1959 
mated) time 
repairs 
Annual/Periodic 
Grand total Tennessee Basin...| $783, 364 | $852,357 |.......-|-.....--]}..--2. $850, 500 
Less unobligated balance 
brought forward from fiscal 
Ease nhinekanbneinahuns wate ack gio enknienons Lacan adnan Rctekadane —15, 000 
SE OE IE” Nicccsalsntancncenlucbdbesthebinlanatel 835, 500 


Appropriation request, | 


CORPS SUPPORTS BUDGET 


Mr. Cannon. Colonel Smyser, some of the items we have discussed 
are not budgeted. You are supporting the budget as it is? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. And items which are not budgeted you would not 
approve inasmuch as they have not been submitted to the committee? 

Colonel Smysmr. I would be unable to volunteer a desire for them, 
sir. 

Mr. Cannon. If you were asked by a member of this committee, 
you still would not be in a position to say you approved them at this 
time? 

Colonel Smyser. I would give factual answers as to my engineering 
capabilities, sir. 

Mr. Evins. You did testify earlier that you did have engineering 
capabilities of doing the greater amount of work imposed upon you 
by this? 

Colonel Smyser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Thank you, Colonel Smyser. 
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Wepnespay, Apri 16, 1958. 


GREAT LAKES-ST. LAWRENCE BASIN 


WITNESSES 


MAJ. GEN. LOUIS J. RUMAGGI, NORTH CENTRAL DIVISION 
VERNON O. PETERSON, CHIEF, PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT BRANCH, 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. Taking up the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Basin, 
under “General investigations,”’ we will insert pages 3, 4, and 5. 
(The pages referred to follow): 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATS 


1. Examinations and Surveys 


(a) Navigation studies—The amount of $56,400 is requested for prosecution 


of 4 studies during fiscal year 1959. 


reports and progress on 2 others. 





Total esti- Allocation 
Study mated prior to 
Federal cost | fiscal vear 
1959 
— - — “| el 
Michigan: South shore of Lake Huron._-- | $131, 000 $63, 400 
Minnesota: Duluth-Superior Harbor, Minne- | 
sota and Wisconsin..___..._.__- | 132, 700 | 106, 600 
Ohio: Conneaut Harbor-breakwater modifica- 
ae Z heen nncsaicieatinliartat 61, 200 | 33, 200 | 
Vermont: Burlington Harbor ---.-.-_--- 15, 000 10, 000 
Total_...... 339, 900 213, 200 | 














Tentative 

allocation 

fiscal year 
1959 





$7, 300 
26, 100 


18, 000 | 
5, 000 | 


56, 400 | 








This amount will permit completion of 2 
Tentative allocations'by studies follow: 





Additional 


to complete 


after fiscal 
year 1959 





$60, 300 
0 


10, 000 
0 


70, 300 


(b) Flood-control studies—The amount of $150,500 is requested for prosecution 


of 5 studies during fiscal year 1959. 


reports and progress on 3 others. 


This amount will permit completion of 2 
Tentative allocations by studies follow: 





Study 


Indiana: Maumee River, Indiana and Ohio---- 
Michigan: 
SIND PENN 5.6 ctecds cn oeuabibionwctede 
I I a tit occenal acarinivin ag a puss ees eee iodine 
I RON ob icccddancceqwmanabaun 
ER ERE AEA ese 








| 
| Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 
mated | prior to allocation, to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
$435, 900 $337, 100 $50, 000 $48, 800 
50, 000 15, 000 25, 000 10, 000 
428, 400 74, 400 30, 000 324, 000 
41, 600 21, 100 20, 500 0 
64, 900 39, 900 25, 000 0 
| 1, 020, 800 487, 500 150, 500 382, 800 
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(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies —The amount of $11,800 is requested for 
completion of 2 reports during fiscal year 1959. Tentative allocations by studies 
follow: 


Total esti- 
Study mated 
Federal cost 


Allocation 


Tentative | Additional 
prior to 


| 

| | 

| allocation, | to complete 
| fiscal year | fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 | 1959 





| year 1959 
‘tina Selenite eng aliases A: Ta RaCSS GREENE WERT 
Illinois: Evanston aaoh eae $5, 000 0 | $5, 000 | 0 
Pennsylvania: Presque Isle...................- 11, 100 $4, 300 | 6, 890 0 


Nl tebe Ee aS 16, 100 | 4, 300 | 11, 800 0 
| | | 





(d) Special studies.—The amount of $212,000 is requested for continuation of 
the Great Lakes harbors study during fiscal year 1959. 





Tentative Additional 


priorto | allocation, to complete 


Total esti- Allocation 
Study mated 


Federal cost | fiscal year | fiscal year after fiscal 

1959 1959 year 1959 
Great Lakes harbors (total)............ phe $835, 000 | $410, 000 $212, 2 000 | $213, 000 
RR eee | 2 211, 800 a “1, 115, 000 | 430, 700 ‘ ~ 666, 100 





SOUTH SHORE OF LAKE HURON, MICH. 


Mr. Cannon. General Rumaggi, last year’s justifications showed 
you had allocated $102,400 to the study, South Shore of Lake Huron, 
prior to 1958. This year you show only $63,400 allocated to the same 
study prior to 1959. Last year you showed it would take $28,600 
after 1957 to complete the study and now you say it will take $60,300 
after this year to complete it. Are you keeping two sets of books on 
this project? 

General Rumaaer. No, sir. My records show, on the South Shore 
of Lake Huron, the allocation prior to fiscal 1958 was $102,400. There 
was a revocation in’ fiscal year 1957 of $50,000. $41,500 of. this 
money went to studies outside of my division and $8,500 went to the 
Mississippi River harbors study. 

The fiscal year 1958 allocation was $13,500. Total allocation prior 
to fiscal 1959 was $63,400. 

Mr. Cannon. This amount was allocated prior to 1959? 

General Rumaaai. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Last year you said it would take $28,600 after 1957 
to complete the study. Now you show it will take $60,300 after this 
year to complete it. 

General Rumaaar. The district engineer has recently submitted a 
report, Mr. Chairman, saying that he will need considerably more 
money than he originally estimated to complete this report. 

Mr. Cannon. Why so? 

General Rumaaar. We expect to include the study for Devils River, 
Mich., and the other studies which are now coming in Caseville, 
Mackinaw C ity, and Devils River. 

Mr. Cannon. Why were they not included in your schedule? 

General Rumaaar. They were added by new resolutions and costs 
have gone up as these studies developed. 

Mr. Cannon. Is that due to unexpected dafficulties in handling the 
studies or is it due to increased costs? 
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General Rumacat. Both of the causes contributed strongly, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. At least it is impossible for you to accomplish this 
work at the schedule originally given the committee. 

General Rumaaer. That is correct, sir. 

The amount of money to complete is not nearly so big as it seems. 
This compensates for some of the revocations which have happened 
already. 


CONNEAUT HARBOR, OHIO 


Mr. Cannon. Last year the justifications indicated you would 
finish the study on the Conneaut Harbor breakwater in 1958. Now 
you indicate you will need more funds for 1959 and won’t even 
finish with those additional funds. What has happened to this study? 

General Rumacer. Last year we asked for $27,400 to complete, 
and this year $18,000 to continue the study with $10,000 more after 
1959 to complete. 

The amount requested in 1958 to complete the report was $24,700 
rather than $27,400. 

The key to this study is a model study, Mr. Chairman. We are 
now studying that model and it is anticipated it will be completed 
in fiscal year 1959 provided the additional funds are provided. The 
key to this is the model study through which we are trying to deter- 
mine how to change the breakwaters so as to have a better port 
there at Conneaut. 

Mr. Cannon. The committee has to know what to depend on. 
If you start these projects we would like to know when you will 
finish them and how. We would like to have the date of com- 
mencement and the date of completion and we would like to be able 
to depend on what we are told at the time we make the appropriation. 

General Rumaaar. I appreciate that, sir 


GRAND RIVER STUDY, MICH. 


Mr. Cannon. Last year you said the Grand River study would 
cost $204,900. Now, one year later, you tell us, it will cost $428,400— 
more than twice that much. How can you explain doubling costs in 
1 year? 

‘General Rumaaar. The increased cost of survey, $224,000, is 
caused by an expansion in the report and revisions in the original 
estimate prepared in 1950. We have expansion in the hydrology 
studies, survey and mapping are required, materials and foundation 
explorations of over 170 miles of river length and possibly 121 bridges 
are required. 

Experience in other watersheds has indicated original plans for 
study of stream regulation would be increased appreciably. Design 
and cost estimates and economic studies are estimated to cost much 
more than originally planned. Real estate studies have been added 
and the final preparation of the report estimate increased, also, 

Mr. Cannon. Why weren’t they added last year? This verges on 
the fantastic. If we had known last year it would cost this much we 
might not have approved it. 

You gave us a very reasonable figure and accepting that figure we 
decided to undertake it. 


' 
' 
: 
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Now you tell us a year later it will cost more than twice that much. 
It is like a may going into the store, and asking the price of a knife. 
Told it is 25 cents, is buys it but ‘when they deliver it the price is 
50 cents. He would not have bought it in the first place if he had 
known it was more than 25 cents. This committee is in much the same 
position. 

GREAT LAKES HARBORS STUDY 


There was some discussion last year concerning the importance of 
proceeding expeditiously with the Great Lakes harbors study due to 
the effect the opening of the St. Lawrence seaway would have on com- 
merce in this area. Is that study on schedule? 

General Rumaaat. It is, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. When will it be completed? 

General Rumacar. We expect to finish the report in the calendar 
year 1960 and we expect to complete the interim reports of the har- 
bors which handle dry cargo, the bulk cargoes, in fiscal year 1959. 

Mr. Cannon. You are issuing interim reports as you progress? 

General Rumaaer. That is correct. 

Mr. Cannon. I might say, General Rumaggi, that this committee 
views with both surprise and displeasure engineering reports on which 
we initiate projects and then a year later discover that there is no 
similarity whatever between the final price and the cost originally 
given us. 

We have a responsibility here and are dealing with large sums of 
money. The least we can ask is that you give us dependable data 
that will not be readjusted except by conditions beyond your control, 
and even those conditions should be given us in advance. 

We should be able to judge in advance if there will be an increase 
in costs, labor and material, or if there will be a decrease in costs of 
labor and material in order to have some fairly dependable basis on 
which to make appropriations. 

Mr. Kirwan? 

RESTUDY OF ASHTABULA HARBOR 


Mr. Kirwan. General, I see you have $2,000 in here for a restudy 
of the Ashtabula River. 

When they studied that before did they not find out what was 
necessary there? What was the outcome of that? 

General Rumacer. Congress authorized an improvement, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Congress authorized that? 

General Rumaaar. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Krrwan. In what year? 

General Rumaaear. 1945 Rivers and Harbors Act. 

Mr. Kirwan. How do you think we will spend $997,000 in Ashta- 
bula Harbor now? Itisalotofmoney. When you finish your study 
how much money do you think you will be spending to get to the 
point you intend to? Give us an estimate of what it will cost for the 
extension after your study is completed. 

General Rumaaat. Might I extend that for the record? I do not 
have it with me. 

(The information requested follows:) 


The.cost of the.extension is estimated at $134,000 for the contract plus Govern- 
ment costs, the total of which would be about $150,000. 
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Mr. Kirwan. $997,000 is spent on that right now. 

General Rumagar. All we will have old be the original figures 
of the 1945 report, but that will not be what it would cost at the 
present time under present conditions. You appreciate that? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes, but when you got the 1945 report the St. 
Lawrence seaway was not authorized. You are now dumping $997,000 
in there that you never thought you would dump in there. This is 
since the 1945 report of the committee. 

The authorization of the St. Lawrence seaway came along 7 or 8 
years afterward to change the entire picture since the 1945 authoriza- 


tion. I again say if we are to spend $997,000 in that harbor right now 
I would like to look at it again. 


CONNEAUT HARBOR, OHIO 


You mentioned Conneaut Harbor. 

General Rumaaer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. What do you have estimated for that? 

General Rumacat. We were talking about the general investiga- 
tions, sir, a model study. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is c oming in under ‘General investigations?” 

General Rumacai. That was authorized. We have funds this year 
and we are continuing the study next year. 

Mr. Kirwan. You have funds this year? 

General Rumacer. Yes, sir. We had $8,500 available this year. 

Mr. Kirwan. For Conneaut? 

General Rumaaat. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. That came under “General investigations” last year? 

General Rumaaet. That is right. 

This was not part of the Great Lakes Harbor study, this $8,500. 


I might have misled you. This is a special sum for Conneaut Harbor 
itself. I wish to make that clear. 


Mr. Krrwan. It was set up last year? 

General Rumaaat. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Krrwan. I don’t remember that coming in last year. 

When we come to mark up the bill I would like to check into it 
and that is why I would like to know what this total will be. 

General Rumaaat. It would be at most an approximation. We 
have not even made the study yet 

Mr. Kirwan. Many things were authorized in that act of 1945. 
The St. Lawrence seaway came along and added millions into all the 
harbors there which they did not expect in 1945. That is why when 
you get this estimation I would like you to put it in the record. I 
want to see what it will take to put that river up that far. 

Are you going to get it to 25 feet? 

General Rumagear. Returning it to the authorized project depth 
which I believe was 16 feet. 

Mr. Krewan. And it is also a turning basin, is it not? 

General Rumaaat. No, that is beyond the turning basin. The 
turning basin already i is part of the developed project. The extension 
is above the turning basin. 


25230—58—pt. 2——25 
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ConsTRUCTION, GENERAL 
ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
ASHTABULA HARBOR, OHIO 


Mr. Cannon. We turn to “Advance engineering and design.” 
Insert page 6. 
(The page referred to follows:) 


ConstTRUCTION, GENERAL, FiscaL YEAR 1959 


Advance engineering and design—Reexamination of projects in the ‘‘Deferred for 
restudy’’ category 


Project: Ashtabula Harbor, Ohio: 
ies een OORG CE TULMAY 8 ee te eeadkwe $2, 000 
Tentative allocation fiscal’ year 1950_ _..... ._..- 2... +e 2, 000 
Additional to complete restudy after fiscal Ser SOUS oe Ca we 0 


This modification, authorized in the 1945 River and Harbor Act, provides for 
extension of the Ashtabula River channel from the turning basin to a point 1,550 
feet upstream to a depth of 16 feet. Justification for the extension at the time 
of authorization was based on the requirements and use by industries then 
located onthe waterway. Changes have occurred since that time and a firm 
economic justification cannot be determined from available data. Local interests 
are urging construction of the project on the basis of prospective use thereof 
differing from that contemplated at the time of authorization. Funds to ac- 
complish a restudy of the project economies are requested for fiscal year 1959 
to make an up-to-date analysis of the benefits and costs as a basis for reclas- 
sification of the project. 


Mr. Cannon. There are no further questions on the Ashtabula 
Harbor, Ohio. 

Mr. Krrwan. General, there is a point not clear in my mind in 
connection with this $2,000 for Ashtabula Harbor for fiscal year 
1959. I am not clear about that word “construction” in there 
under advance engineering and design. This is under the reexami- 
nation of project and deferred study category. 

This is not construction money that you are asking for here? 

ee Rumaaat. No, sir; you are correct. 

[r. Kirwan. It is not for construction? 

Galied Rumaaat. No, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. It has nothing at all to do with construction? 

General Rumaaat. It is for restudy for a deferred project. 

Mr. Krrwan. You are not asking for any money to start con- 
struction? 

General Rumaaar. I am not. 

Mr. Kirwan. Why was it not put under the study heading on page 3 
then? 

General Rumaacar. I understand that has been the practice in the 
past for restudies under things that are authorized to come under 
“Construction, general money.”’ 

Mr. Kirwan. Has that been the practice? 

General Rumaaai. I am assured that it has been. 

Mr. Kirwan. Just so long as we are clear on it, if the committee 
sees fit to give this $2,000 so that there is none of it in there for con- 
struction. 

General Rumaaar. None for construction. 

I have the answer now to your question that you asked yesterday. 
Would you like to have it now? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 





| 
| 
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General Rumaaat. I would like to say that the extension of 1,550 
feet is expected to cost $134,000 for the contract, plus some Govern- 
ment costs. 

Mr. Kirwan. Some Government costs? 

General Rumaaar. Some Government costs. It will probably be in 
the nature of $150,000. 

Mr. Kirwan. Just so long as no part of that $2,000 is for construc- 
tion. 

General Rumaaar. None of it in there is for construction. 





THurspay, Apri. 17, 1958. 
CONSTRUCTION 


ILLINOIS WATERWAY, CALUMET-SAG MODIFICATION, ILLINOIS AND 
INDIANA 


Mr. Cannon. We will now take up construction for the Calumet- 
Sag modification, Illinois and Indiana, and we will insert pages 7a 
through 15. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCKS, DAMS, AND CANALS 
(NAVIGATION) 


ILLiInois WATERWAY, CALUMET-SAaG MopiricaTIon, ILL. AnD Inp.—Part I 


(Continuing) 
Budset estimate. ... ~ .. -cccnudcucn- ged ded oowene eunedsbeaeoce $6, 000, 000 
Revised estimate _ __ cadens ayn ca Sw aia 8, 500, 000 
Increase in budget e stimate- a 6staséusans tiene cela: 2, 500, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 

















1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

Continue dredging section 3, Calumet-Sag Channel. --_.._.---- $900, 000 $1, 100, 000 $200, 000 

Continue reconstruction of G. M. & Q. RR, bridge and Route 
ee ee GOO itd s ca ad aaceaheinadtneseabaaiand 1, 000, 000 1, 400, 000 400, 000 
Continue 1econstiuction of Michigan Central RR. bridge_-__- 600, 000 800, 000 200, 000 
Continue reconstruction of Blue Island bridges. .............. 2, 290, 000 2, 000, 000 —290, 000 
Continue construction of the lock- _-_. hindi g. o> emanate 500, 000 | 600, 000 100, 000 
Continue reconstruction of Wabash RR. bridge... _-.-._--__- | 120, 000 | 265, 000 145, 000 
Complete dredging section 2, Calumet-Sag Channel-__._..._..- | 100, 000 0 — 100, 000 
Initiate reconstruction of I. C. RR. bridge.................- . 50, 000 700, 000 650, 000 
Engineering and design. __.......- 0 ee eee ae teehee 50,000 | 80, 000 30, 000 
Supervision and administration... ............................ | 390, 000 555, 000 165, 000 
Initiate dredging Acme Bend_..............---..-..- lL cesiennneonad | 800, 000 800, 000 
Initiate dredging section 4, Calumet-Sag Channel__.__.....__- Se ES 200, 000 200, 000 
NDT ie oot Seen iacisdak oe eee eee | 6,000,000 | 8, 500, 000 | 2, 500, 000 

| } 








1959 budget Revised estimate 









j 
Dredging in Calumet-Sag Channel: | 
Ist 3 miles, section 1- ee iiien idea ek | March 1958._...__.| March 1958. 
Mile 306.5 to 309.6, section ae ome Soe enk December 1958 __ December 1958. 
Mile 309.6 to 313.5, section 3_ : : Z : December 1959___.| September 1959, 
Mile 313.5 to 317.0, sectioa 4... _- S eaadhined beeen | June 1963......_._| June 1963. 
Mile 317.0 to 319.7, section 5. ............-....---..<-. Bi atid tata a Do. 
Acme Bend_-_--- Eee eee aad -do_. 3 | De. 
Turning basin No. 5-. Sinton ata ataan sages April —..: April 1963 
Highway bridges, conversion to lift___- baatha ...| Jume 1963....._._._| June 1962. 
Relocation of railroad bridges-.- aida agi ode naetcgllietais inci ae ein 
Construction of Calumet River lock__---...---------- _...| June 1962... __-| June 1961. 
Demolit.on of Blue Island lock. _..____--- sisinen ee ies naiidbeemien ...--| February 1963.....| February 1963. 


Part I. ........---.-------------- ova sabia Aapssinieeion Sk wasbaenne cla -| June 1963_. June 1963. 
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F Location.—In_ northeastern Illinois. Part I of the Calumet-Sag modification 
of the Illinois Waterway extends from Sag Junction (approximately 12 miles 
above Lockport) via the Calumet-Sag Channel and the Little Calumet and Calu- 
met Rivers to turning basin No. 5 near the entrance to Lake Calumet, a distance 
of 23.8 miles. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.62 to 1 (part I only). 


Summarized financial data 














Accumulated 

Amount | percent of esti- 

mated Federal 

| cost 
i | | 

i bas a nn new iain ie REM nim debnia ek SE Bounds cieucces 
Estimated non-Federal cost. -_--- eee abdes nab alt tae Adan pita cinecas NUE Uicicenctwksinadnae 
hte ho es So aitnidbapiicuisemsied cicigcel OP Bios din aie iad 
I meted Saalciee SGI Hist o-saensjuisendbd ki 
Total estimated project cost___-_..__- ssi sepa sald toneleieeaee ecb acestale Wig SE Bo nntcasnwasddlen 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 pectouentie tei tietae cat cotinine 12, 601, 000 onidiwd acy ecnedn 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 __- nee attiademeiditetiia abit dep hindswedinid By Oe Sa nbece mewn : 
Appropriations to date ; : dEaeeeamadbedeawieecesoh eis 17, 791, 000 2 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__...........-----. ee 6, 000, 009 30 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. = -..............--.....-...-..- 55, 309, 000 |----2e-2s--2 ++ 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
(a) Widen Calumet-Sag channel from Sag Junction to Blue Island Lock, 
a distance of 16.2 miles, from 60 to 225 feet in width by 9 feet in depth. 
(b) Widen Acme Bend in the section from Blue Island lock to turning basin 
No. 5, 9 feet deep by 300 feet wide. 
Lock: 110 feet by 1,000 feet, lift of 5 feet. 
Guide walls: 1,000 feet long. 
Dam: 280 feet long with spillway 53 feet long. 
Relocations, railroad: 


Dens MEMOE DEON, 5 ok uc okdnwkénwons poweupouectienechwoe 18 
(6) Supplemental approach structures.__..............-...---..------ 13 
Sen MNS oe Oi es hs | cede, acd amines awhca stb kakwae 31 


Relocations, highway: 16 highway bridges (provision for future conversion to lift 
for existing and future bridges, not including removal). 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 











Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
Dredging in Calumet-Sag channel: 
ist 3 miles, section 1__- cae picdduincthiusacaimawn cladann aie 96 | March 1958. 
re en a. oe csadaupuuaken bonnes dinaceanaee 65 | December 1958, 
Mile 309.6 to 313.5, section 3... ___- . a cans a ar esd 6 Sos 20 | December 1959. 
ne ee eS  usecbotestesohecsann 0 | June 1963. 
I enki apiebnaneaniaie 0 Do. 
Acme Bend_--_. Laaacebusetisedbatstiiadaichtiuntdadicindii canine 0 Do. 
Turning basin No. 5_.---- idicichiiieiaininsoushahipweinin tia plviaateng aitaarsiaalaiiteai 0 | April 1963. 
Highway bridges, conversion to lift_- Sie ee 0 | June 1963, 
Relocation of railroad bridges_- ; Fo eck penn setae ees andes 4 Do. 
a er eer Se... wpnncssetsdusdmaabenastaiivenan 0 | June 1962. 
ND SU EOUNIIES BOQ os 5 ok oh nexeceueccscoctmbhuteduscebeonwe 0 | February 1963. 
Eee a sae sania iew ede ans beuie bn eregeecdsauadsbanel 8 | June 1963. 


| 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Illinois Waterway is an important link in the Nation’s inland waterway 
system connecting the Great Lakes with the Mississippi River system. Improve- 
ments to the Calumet-Sag Channel and adjoining channels will provide channel 
dimensions and bridge clearances which will permit large, modern-sized tows 
to operate and serve the large industrial area of the Calumet region, with its great 
concentration of heavy industry, together with the exchange of cargo in Lake 





| 
| 
| 
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Calumet with deep-draft vessels of the Great Lakes. The region through which 
the Calumet-Sag route passes is steadily developing. The Chicago Regional Port 
Authority is constructing a large modern harbor in Lake Calumet for the handling 
of lake and barge cargo. Two grain elevators, each with a capacity of 6.5 million 
bushels, a large warehouse, 3 transit sheds, 2 docks and rail and highway facilities 
are completed. Railway facilities are in the process of expansion and highways 
are being improved. Numerous industries are planning the acquisition of sites 
for new plant facilities along the waterway. Industrial expansion in the area of 
the Calumet-Sag project in the past 2 years amounted to $142,500,000, including 
$56,600,000 for iron and steel production, $34,200,000 for oil and chemicals, 
$27,700,000 for general manufacturing and production, and $24,000,000 for docks 
and terminal improvements. In order that the development of this exceedingly 
important industrial area may not be hampered, and that local authorities may 
have a sound and tangible basis upon which to plan, it is of major importance that 
construction be completed as soon as practicable. 

Evidence of the need for the project is the rapid growth of tonnage carried on 
the Calumet-Sag channel. Commerce has increased from 1,000,000 tons in 1945 
to 5,668,337 tons in 1956 in spite of the present narrow 60-foot channel and the 
very restricted bridge clearances which limit tows to 1 or 2 barges and to one-way 
traffic, and the lack of any present adequate inland navigable connection with 
the Calumet industrial area. Studies of potential traffic indicate that within 5 
years after completion of part I of the project, the estimated barge traffic will 
increase by about 4,500,000 tons. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $6 million will be applied to: 


Continue dredging section 3, Calumet-Sag channel_-_------_- $900, 000 
Continue reconstruction of Gulf, Mobile & Ohio RR. bridge 

and route No: 63 overpaems wi ietsieer 65. lees 1, 000, 000 
Continue reconstruction of Michigan Central RR. bridge-_--_- 600, 000 
Continue reconstruction of Blue Island bridges__.....-.._--~- 2, 290, 000 
Initiate construction of the lock...........---...-...----.- 500, 000 
Initiate reconstruction of Wabash RR. bridge_____.....-.--- 120, 000 
Complete dredging section 2, Calumet-Sag channel_-_---__ ~~~ 100, 000 
Initiate reconstruction of Illinois Central RR. bridge------__- 50, 000 
TRMOCTING Rid COMO. bak os bk oun dition teat tan 50, 000 
Supervision and administration_.........-....--..--------- 390, 000 

AI 4 ss «oor cl cicthereinds hiieneeaiaiendiniaeiaeien hata naan 6, 000, 000 


Once the Blue Island bridge relocation contracts are initiated, all the railroad 
facilities in this area will be severely disrupted. Temporary tracks will be 
necessary and a new interlocking signal system and tower must be installed to 
serve the new track layouts during the changeover from the old to the new system, 
all to be accomplished under very dense traffic conditions. All of this major 
construction will require very close coordination and sufficient funds to assure 
satisfactory progress on the continuing contracts until completion of this com- 
plex construction program at the earliest practical date. 


COMPLETED WORK, CALUMET-SAG MODIFICATION 
None. 


REMAINING WORK, CALUMET-SAG MODIFICATION (PARTS II AND III) 


Work to complete part II of the Calumet-Sag modification includes: 

Channels.—(a) Widen the channel along the general route of the Grand Calumet 
River to 225 feet in width by 9 feet in depth, from its junction with the Little 
Calumet River to and in the Indiana Harbor Canal to 141st Street, East Chicago, 
Ind., a distance of 7.0 miles. 

(b) Widen the channel in the Grand Calumet River to 160 feet in width by 9 
feet in depth, from its junction with the indiana Harbor canal to Clark Street in 
on fod. a distance of 4.0 miles, also construction of a turning basin at Clark 

treet. 

Lock.—Construction of a lock with a chamber 110 feet wide by 1,000 feet long 
in the Grand Calumet River west of the Indiana Harbor canal. 

Relocations.—(a) Relocation of 12 railroad bridges over the channels. 

(6) Relocation of highway bridges, none at Federal expense. 

The estimated Federal cost of the remaining work summarized above in part 
II is $37 million. 











388 


Further work to complete part III of the Calumet-Sag modification includes: 

Channels.—(a) A channel from Lockport lock to the controlling works, not 
less than the present width by 9 feet in depth, a distance of 2.0 miles. 

(6) A channel from the controlling works to the junction with the Calumet- 
Sag Channel, 9 feet in depth by 225 feet in width, a distance of 10.5 miles. 
‘i Dams.—Replacement of emergency dam (controlling works) above Lockport, 

Relocations.—Conversion of five highway bridges from fixed spans to make them 
operable lift spans. No railroad bridges are scheduled for relocation in this 
section. 

The estimated Federal cost of the remaining work summarized above in part 
III is $15,300,000. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation is as follows: 


Part I Part II Part III 





Neen TTT TT Tn nn nn nn nn enn ence caceateWanpunelbeen $4, 325, 000 $700, 000 $375, 000 
(6) Relocation of railroad bridges........................-.... 4, 818, 000 5, 700, 000 |....-- oor... 
(c) Relocation of highway bridges........................-...- 11, 986, 000 25, 500, 000 9, 325, 000 
ed OEROUD ON UAURINUBOS . gn nk cc enn ep wb aw anc stuns RN Bea eee Oe 

Ste ieee ee ei tek US. wack ddbadlgnadhbhndhan 22, 300, 000 31, 900, 000 9, 700, 000 





In addition, local interests in constructing or improving channels which form a 
useful part of the project, expended $16,200,000. 

Status of Local Cooperation.—The following responsible agencies are furnishing 
the required assurances of local cooperation for the Calument-Sag modifications 
(part I only): 


Board of trustees of the Sanitary District of Chicago. 

Board of Commissioners of Cook County. 

The State of Illinois. 

City Council of City of Chicago. 

Board of commissioners of the Forest Preserve District of Cook County. 
Chicago Regional Port District. 

Formal assurances have been given for all the required local cooperation for 
channel widening, construction of the lock for part I, and widening at Acme Bend. 
The Chicago Regional Port District is undertaking the acquisition of the necessary 
land for turning basin No. 5 at the entrance to Lake Calumet. 

Lands owned by the Metropolitan Sanitary District of Chicago and the Forest 
Preserve District of Cook County are being furnished, as required, which com- 
prises about 75 percent of the total land required for the widening program. 
Acquisition of privately owned land is underway by the sanitary district, with 
about 25 percent of the required acreage being easements. Early in 1957, the 
Illinois State Legislature passed legislation giving additional financial authoriza- 
tion to the sanitary district to permit acquisition of the remaining privately owned 
lands and alteration of utilities for the remaining channel dredging, widening at 
Acme Bend, and for the Calumet River lock, which is estimated to cost about 
$6 million. 

It is expected that local interests will fulfill the requirements of local cooperation 
as construction proceeds. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—No change from latest estimate submitted 
to Congress. However, there have been compensating charges in costs of certain 
features. An increase of $2,100,000 in the cost of uncommitted work on reloca- 
tions and structures is based on higher price levels. ‘The estimate for railroad 
relocations was further increased by $525,000, based on more detailed design and 
bids received. These increases were offset by a decrease of $1,515,000 for channels 
and canals, based on receipt of favorable bids, and a net decrease of $1,110,000 
for engineering and design and for supervision and administration, based on 
reanalysis of requirements. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





























Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year eal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
altaya ian. <5 lta ile ceed $46, C22, 000 | $1,373,400 | $3,222,700 | $6, 648,800 | $34,777, 100 
Bi EA ncndtine dcaasenwtinacdie 6, 865, 000 }..........-. 831, 500 600, 000 5, 433, 500 
Canals. - _.--------------| 20, 106,000 | 2,023,700 | 3,318,300} 1,254,000} 13, 510,000 
Engineering ‘and design - ph Wh sitio ocateeeee 2, 260, 000 L 749, 300 390, 000 100, 000 20, 700 
Supervision ana administration. ...______- 3, 847, 000 449, 700 347, 600 7, 200 2, 652, 500 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
il i Si ea ee 79, 100,000 | 5,596,100 | 8,110,100 | 9,000,000 | 56, 393, 800 
Undistributed CG ob Scene encn ddd Ltn Hi cal eee in ee ee niacin 2 acsenangeaabasanmimeae 
ie project cost (Federal funds 
EL eiabigteiitadccsnatve sebute 79, 100,000 | 5,596,100 | 8,110,100 | 9,000,000 | 56,393,800 
Peniing siiedauede., Klint 0 téodiatsdttntynelasite th kichteehividitag Retain tiem ahaa, tilt ae ee sere 
Total cost (Federal funds only).._.._| 79,100,000 | 5,596,000 | 8, 110,100 | 9,060,000 | 56, 393, 800 
PI IMIUD GINUIINIE, in.) ora, ccciccccactrnaiaaiacta Secinis Recs sie teed 4, 001, 600 |—2, 310, 100 — 606, 500 | —1, 085, 000 
Total obligations (Federal funds 
GUT bs dsc ndaketn crete eee ee 9, 597,700 | 5,800,000 | 8,393,500 | 55, 308, 800 
METHOD OF FINANCING = ah i , 7" ; 
ITI, 5. ck ibis ddd chibsabeswosdiakbyhacktend 13, 751, 500 | , 5, 190, 000 |......-.-..-]--..------.- 
Permanent transfer since July 1, 1956__...._|_.-...---.-- et. ee ieee foe a 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_____|..-...-.-.--]----------- 3, 003, 500 | 2,393,500 |_...._...... 
Total funds available for obligation__|_...._.._--- 12, 601,200 | &, 193,500 j............ ara 


Appropriation required 


Mr. Cannon. It is noted here that you have increased your 1959 
request from $6 million to $8.5 million, but even under the revised 
budget the estimate for completion of the project is through 1963. 

General Rumaggi, last year you estimated completion in 1962. We 
can always make up lost money but not lost time. How is it that we 
lost a year here? 

General Rumaaat. As has been testified to earlier, Mr. Cannon, we 
were working under limitations on expenditures for most of this year 
until the last of February. We did not press too hard on these 
projects. We waited to award. We also have had grave difficulties 
and delays in the consummation of agreements for the Blue Island 
bridges which still have not been entirely finalized. They are the 
key to this project. This year’s loss and delay and slow-up i in the 
negotiations for the Blue Island bridges account for the time lost. 


NON-FEDERAL COST INCREASE 


Mr. Cannon. General Rumaggi, last year you gave us a non-- 
Federal cost figure of $18.5 million. This year it is $22.3 million. 
The estimate of the Federal cost is the same. It is the non-Federal 
cost that has gone up. How do you account for the fact that although 
the Federal cost remains stable, the non-Federal cost has advanced? 
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General Rumaaar. Mr. Cannon, last year in the hearings, we testi- 
fied that the non-Federal cost should be $22,835,000, which was 
different from the $18,500,000 that you quoted in your question. 
Actually, we are now reporting a decrease from the hearings last year 
of $535,000 for non-Federal costs. 

Mr. Cannon. What importance is there in that change? 

General Rumaaat. I think this is the result of savings based on 
surveys for lands that these people have to provide, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. However, it does not affect the Federal cost? 

General Rumaaar. No, sir; it does not affect the Federal cost. 


STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. What is the status of the local cooperation? Do 
the local sponsors meet their obligations in every respect? 
General Rumagat. In fine order, sir. 


DELAY ON BLUE ISLAND BRIDGES 


Mr. Cannon. While the revised 1959 budget runs into an overall 
increase, there is a decrease for reconstruction of the Blue Island 
bridges. That is a very happy change but what occasions it? 

General Rumaaat. I believe, sir, that you are referring to page 7a 
and the item of $2,290,000 versus $2 million? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes; Blue Island bridges. 

General Rumaaat. I believe that is the item. I believe that gen- 
erally is how we spend the money that we are going to get and I think 
that you will find the Blue Island bridges are going to cost the same 
but the expenditures have slipped in time. 

Mr. Cannon. That is an overall increase? The whole item repre- 
sents an increase in cost over what you gave us last year? It is 
possible that the Blue Island bridge phase of this project may delay 
the project as a whole. What is your problem there? 

General Rumager. My problem is to culminate negotiations with 
the railroads and to get them to accept the actual contracts for the 
restoration of the bridges. 

Mr. Cannon. Why their hesitation? 

General Rumaaat. In some cases, I believe this is the first time 
that some of these railroads have proceeded under the Truman- 
Hobbs Act and they are very cautious in these respects as to what 
they bind themselves to. This is a very intricate operation, Mr. 
Cannon, and this ties into the railroad net of Chicago and they want 
to be absolutely certain that when they start to tear the present 
bridges down and put up the new bridges, they do not interrupt 
their traffic patterns and that all interests are protected. 

Mr. Cannon. But in the end, in view of the delay, does the 1959 
budget cover this? 

General Rumaaar. No, sir; not all the costs of these bridges. I 
believe that we would need the amount requested. The railroad 
companies want to see an appreciable amount of money in hand so 
that they know the good faith of the Federal Government is there 
so that they can proceed with this project. 

Mr. Taser. Will they not go ahead without any guarantee of that 
kind? 
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General Rumacat. I trust that they will, Mr. Taber. 

Mr. Taser. If some poor devil like myself were operating the thing, 
that would be one thing, but the whole United States Government is 
behind this and if they do not have any faith in that, where are they? 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. On the record. 

General Rumaggi, I do not think you intended to leave the impres- 
sion with the committee that the sole purpose of putting this money 
up now is to placate the railroads. 

Do you really expect to use all of this money? 

General Rumaaat. I expect to obligate it, Mr. Congressman. We 
expect on the 30th of June to have something less than a million dollars. 
That is the 1959 unexpended figure, but all obligated. We will enter 
into firm contracts. 

Mr. Cannon. You have no unobligated funds at the close of the 
fiscal year? 

General Rumaacat. No, not at the close of fiscal year 1959. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any further questions on the Calumet-Sag 
modification? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Andersen. 


STATUS OF FUNDS 


Mr. ANDERSEN. General, last year in the hearings I want to quote 
from page 16 of that document: 

Mr. Taser. What is the status of the funds at the present time? You have 
had appropriations of about $13,752,000. 

General BERRIGAN. We have expended about half of that—about $7 million 
of it has been expended so far. 

Mr. Taser. You plan to spend how much in the rest of the year? 

General Berriacan. That figure I gave you was to the end of this year. In 
other words, we expect to carry over a little over $6 million unexpended, and 
about $2,371,000 unobligated. 

How close was that estimate, General, to the actual figure and what 
is the expected carryover at the end of fiscal year. 1958? 

General Rumaaar. To reverse your question, on the 30th of June 
1958, we expect to have an unobligated balance of $262,000 and aa 
unexpended balance of $4,469,000. 

Mr. Taser. How much is your unobligated balance right now? 

General Rumagat. Unobligated balance right now is $4,004,300. 

Mr. Taper. Do you have advertisements out for contracts? 

General Rumaaer. The money will be taken up with the Blue 
Island Bridges, and we certainly expect to negotiate that this year 
with advertising for dredging and. the Calumet River lock, which we 
are going to start. 

BRIDGE HEIGHTS 


Mr. Cannon. You recall that last year we discussed the bridge 
proposition with you rather exhaustively. We wanted to know why 
er were building these bridges so high. Of course, the higher a 

ridge goes, the greater the stress and proportionate increase in the 
cost and maintenance. 

Is there really any need for high bridges? 

General Rumaaet. I am trying to recall the figures. 
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The low steel is 25 feet on our bridges and we have provisions for 
future conversion to lift bridges so that in the event of national 
emergency we can pass big vessels through the canal. 

That is fundamentally the reason for the cost of these bridges, so 
that we can actually move them and take vessels through the canal, 
big vessels, in the event of an emergency. 

You may recall that we spent a great deal and went to some great 
expense during the war to fix the bridges on the Chicago Canal itself 
so that they could pass big vessels through. 

Mr. Cannon. Then you think that you are justified in making the 
additional expenditure and taking the additional risk on maintenance 
on the ground of national defense? 

General Rumaaat. I do, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Any further questions? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Mr. Chairman, yes, off the record. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Andersen. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Will you please make a more detailed reply to the 
previous question, a studied answer to the question Mr. Cannon 
asked? 

General Rumaaat. All right, sir. 

(The additional information requested follows:) 

A clearance of 25 feet is required to provide minimum essential visibility for 
the pilots. Even with this clearance it is anticipated that some towboat operators 
will continue to use telescopic pilot houses for maximum visibility. 

The estimated Federal cost of relocating the bridges over the Calumet-Sag 


modification is $46,022,000. This amount includes $4,650,000 for provision for 
future conversion to lift bridges in the event of a national emergency. 


NON-FEDERAL COSTS 


Mr. ANpERSEN. What does the non-Federal cost cover? You 
have quite an item in here for that. 

General Rumagear. Rights-of-way? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Yes, sir. 

General Rumaaat. Rights-of-way and highway bridges, which are 
very largely the responsibility of these people. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Mostly the bridge construction? 

General Rumaaal. Yes, sir. 


BENEFITS 


Mr. ANpEeRSsEN. What are the benefits of the navigation, speaking 
about Calumet-Sag and the whole construction project? 

General Rumaaear. This is based on navigation. 

Mr. ANprersEN. Are there any other benefits? Does it not act 
more or less as a sewage canal? 

General Rumaaear. It does now. It already does, Mr. Andersen. 
This improvement is for navigation solely. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Solely? 

General Rumaaat. Solely. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. It seems from my personal observation that they 
do use it as a drainage canal. 

General Rumaaar. It was so constructed for a dual purpose, navi- 
gation and drainage canal. 
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Mr, AnperRsEN. You said the sole purpose is navigation? 

General Rumagar. The improvement is solely for navigation. 

Mr. Taser. You mean it will not be used 

General Rumaaar. I did not say that. I said that the improve- 
ment and enlargement and enhancement is in the interest of naviga- 
tion. It would not have to be done for sanitary purposes, which 
would not require this. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Nevertheless, it will be used for sanitary purposes; 
will it not? 

General Rumaaer. It will continue to be used for that; yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. However, you contend that the expenditure of the 
money does not affect that in any other way? 

General Rumaget. That is my position. 

Mr. AnperseNn. Is that the reason you do not require the local 
interests to make any contribution? 

General Rumaaai. Other than the usual requirements for rights- 
of-way and improvement of highway bridges. 

Mr. AnpERSEN. Thank you. 

Mr. Evins. General, how long has this project been underway? 

General Rumaaat. It began in November 1955. 

Mr. Evins. How far are you toward completion, percentagewise? 

General Rumaaat. I think we are 12 percent towards completion. 

Mr. Evins. When do you anticipate locking up the job, completing 
it? 

General Rumaaar. June 1963. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you. 





RELOCATION AND BRIDGE ALTERATION 


Mr. Cannon. Your tabulation on page 14 shows that for reloca- 
tion you are asking $46,022,000 and the total Federal cost is only 
$79,100,000, or practically $80 million. 

In other words, more than half of your estimate is for these high 
bridges. That is to relocate and raise the bridges, the width of the 
canal, or the narrowness of the canal, to accommodate a certain 
character and size of vessel which could use this in time of emergency. 
As a matter of fact, in view of the width of the canal, I see very little 
chance to get any kind of a vessel through there. It might be a 
small destroyer or a submarine, but it would be more important 
through the years to ease the railroad situation, than it would be to 
take this extraordinary measure and go to this additional expense in 
order to raise these bridges. What character of vessel would you 
expect to run through this canal? 

General Rumaacar. May I add something, Mr. Cannon? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. 

General Rumaaat. In order to raise the bridges, the cost is 
$2,290,000 for the highway bridges and $2,360,000 for the railroad 
bridges for the raising. 

Mr. Cannon. My question had to do with relocation. You did 
not change it? 
General Rumaaat. We had to lengthen the bridges because we are 

widening the waterway from 60 feet to 225 feet. 

Mr. Taser. On page 8 you said 300 feet. Why? 

General Rumaaat. I did not say that, sir. 
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Mr. Taper. On the left-hand side under (b). 

General Rumacar. That is Acme Bend. If you will refer to your 
map you will see that is an easing of the bend so that at Acme Bend 
the large barge tows may successfully negotiate it. On the map 
itself you will see that the existing dimensions are 20 by 60 feet, and 
the project dimensions of section 1, 9 by 225 feet with 1 reach of 300 
feet at Acme Bend. 

Now, I will revert to your question, Mr. Cannon. 

Mr. Cannon. Yes, the character of the vessel. 

General Rumacer. You asked me first about the cost and I say 
that most of the money goes into lengthening the bridges rather than 
raising them. 

Mr. Cannon. It is tabulated here under relocation. 

General Rumager. That is right. 

Mr. Cannon. That is not really relocation. 

General Rumaaat. That is really rebuilding the bridges. 

Mr. Cannon. That is the amount required for 1959? 

General Rumaaar. Yes, sir. 


DEFENSE VESSELS ACCOMMODATED BY CANAL 


Mr. Cannon. I now want to hear about the character of the vessel. 

General Rumaaer. I believe we moved destroyers and vessels of 
that type down the waterway during the last war. I believe you are 
correct in your characterization of vessels. 

Mr. Cannon. There would have to be a limitation on the size of it, 
the fact that it must traverse the canal and the Illinois River? 

General Rumaaear. That is correct. 

Mr. Taser. Mostly minesweepers, was it not? 

General Rumaaat. No, sir; I think they were larger than that 
although I am not personally acquainted with that. I would have to 
verify that to be sure. 

Mr. Taser. You might do that. 

(The additional information requested follows:) 


The following information is furnished regarding type and number of defense 
vessels that moved down the Illinois Waterway during World War II. 





Category: 
Large combat vessels such as destroyer escorts, submarines, landing Number 
Si URINE CNOROTR 5 6 aol - sy eeeeren tne aeopne oda weaen> 462 
Large vessels classified as repair, cargo, or personnel transport_-_----- 176 
Smaller cargo and combat vessels... ............-.-- 2-4 ee 479 
mas Sees s Weeks. Sesh js etiebead s cianhinwntieieds. 1,117 


Colonel Nauman. Further on the character of the vessels that have 
moved on the waterway LST’s have moved down the waterway and 
vessels as large as C—4’s cut in part have been moved up the waterways 
into the Great Lakes. 

General Rumaaar. The Illinois Waterway? 

Colonel Nauman. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon. We ran destroyers through that canal in the last 
war. If we got destroyers through that during the last war 
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General Rumacer. Not through the Calumet-Sag but through the 
Chicago part of the canal which goes up through the city itself. 
That is what I meant when I said that we were spending a considerable 
amount of money on that to have it come to pass. 


GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS, MICH. 


Mr. Cannon. We will now take up the Great Lakes connecting 
channels and will insert pages 18a through 27. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


Great Lakes CoNNECTING CHANNELS, MICHIGAN 


(Continuing) 


Lack Eptite €aitien ams rate cceres aia $18, 000, 000 

Revised estimate _ _ pu d Weta dee awe Seas <-..------ 2@j0Eeoe 

iuevensm im. beet eatieeete st ois ec 25s okies ainda ccacial _ 5, 500. 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 


Budget estimate____________- 





| 
| 1959 Budget | Revised Increase 
| estimate 


St. Marys River: 

















Complete Middle Neebish Channel...............-...-.-- | $8,115,000 | $11, 113, 000 $2, 998, 000 
Award contract on Lake Nicolet including Anchorage area_| 2, 500, 000 1, 700, 000 — 800, 000 

St. Clair River: Award contract at foot of Lake Huron _._-_- 750, 000 500, 000 — 250, 000 
Detroit River: Continue Amherstburg Channel. -_.........._- 5, 474, 300 | 8, 582, 000 3, 107, 700 
po ee, Se a ee ae 185, 300 215, 300 30, 000 
Supervision and administration........................-.-...- | 975, 400 1, 389, 700 414, 300 
ee ee eae ree tee ehh | 18, 000, 000 | 23, 500, 000 | 5, 500, 000 

Revised completion schedule 
iinanmeia aatsaeuncniiocadiiadatiiane = A a —— 2 is 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
} 





| 
sciaibchiiaesiicl 
Entire project December 1964... June 1964. 


Re, BE PaO nce cn secse nae ipipenigtdnichtninimadametnmanotaee June 1964 !___..... Do. 
pe a ea ee June 1960__........| June 1959. 
Lake Nicolet and Lake Nicolet anchorage area__._........-..}.-.-.-.---.-_-.-..-- June 1960. 

i CINE, nd Fad cccakwndinddciaduiaSeenlcuct wtb December 1964___.} June 1963. 

es RE ie. ns ncn vensnddtbnboasagaenebceteedseeal ..-| June 1963__._.._.._| June 1962. 
PD  TRUU ain ccc dndcacvecdeeeencs Mina siagon dec iess aA November 1961. 

ts See ee ee ee ee ee eee ee December 1964___.| June 1962. 

SE EG wn bn oS ccedannanbincancdekciekndos anucekieadaee Obcsacac t June 1963. 

SE CO seins tn cin teadoscacaseueedetawsew ewe December 1960_...| June 1960. 





1 Except for anchorage area. 


Location.—The Great Lakes connecting channels include the waterways between 
Lakes Superior and Huron, Lakes Huron and Michigan, and Lakes Huron and 
Erie, which provide for deep-draft navigation between the upper and lower Great 
Lakes. The St. Marys River is the connecting channel between Lakes Superior 
and Huron. The Straits of Mackinac is the connecting channel between Lakes 
Michigan and Huron. The St. Clair River, Lake St. Clair, and Detroit River 
constitute the connecting channel between Lake Huron and Erie. 

Authorization.—1946 and 1956 River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.77 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost: 


I Glas Sathces onus = cnnsiudniabyicnnsgaasascnpnptinct $141, 000, 000 |_ 
i SS SSE I Bk eh, dsl sch eteidow’ 09, 
EE I gS all ou chalice edhe bkabaatonte doeeca 82, 000 |_- 
ds ws didduindsind is hbaudubscihtcdinakb ens thet wteledee 0 |. 
es elbe nce cak soonunge eabueiibeninandie bes 82, 000 |. 
is ede bchih nd pntummadicebion 141, 191, 000 
cn cucname an maseomuns waacewaeman 4, 899, 0CO 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958. .............------ ee 115, 150, 000 
i en La aeamuaes bmanebawaiwiniio’ 20, 049, 000 
Appropriations required for fiscal year 1959____.......-----. 2 18, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_-_.........-..-..--.----- eee 102, 951, 000 





1 Includes permanent transfer of $2,150,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 

St. Marys River, deepen channels 63 miles long, varying in widths from 
300 feet to 1,500 feet to depths varying from 27 feet to 30 feet and remove 
shoals from Gros Cap to Crab Island and construct anchorage areas at 
Point Iroquois shoal 29 feet deep and in Lake Nicolet 28 feet deep. 

Straits of Mackinac, removal of shoals between Mackinac Island and Round 
Island to depth of 30 feet, length 4,000 feet, width 1,250 feet and removal 
of Poe Reef shoal to 30-foot depth. 

St. Clsir River, deepen 46.2 miles of river channels varying in widths from 
700 feet to 1,400 feet, varying in depths from 27.1 to 30 feet. 

Lake St. Cleir, deepen channel, length 17.2 miles, width 700 to 800 feet, 
depth 27.5 feet. 

Detroit River, deepen 32 miles of river channels varying in widths from 300 
feet to 1,260 feet, varying in depths from 27.5 to 29 feet; deepen channel 
east of Detroit River Light, length 8.7 miles, width 1,200 feet, depth 28.5 
feet; and removal of the Pelee Island shoal to 28.5-foot depth. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 





Percent | Completion sched- 
ule 





completed 
TO ni ondn cn mn ection dec scncccnwecwncnnesenscsscocceseccoss 4 | June 1964.1 
NE eS ee eee 12 | June 1960. 
NG ion bcd edb ebeantibonerecsecusnsnccnescucnsensesonnse (2) December 1964. 
eh he Co gasnccaskdntwbodenebecessescscce viodseanacres Skemaen () June 1963. 
TELE os nigndatnanes cecscchsnderosesssnnennpsenwecsobensans ) December 1964. 
i bi otc eresi cece pomercccocenccspncccecccesseoocuses 13 Do. 
IE RII ceo cinlncntssencococmnccceccccesercccoseccess 26 | December 1960, 
EG Feit ao ng ees es Snndcscgusccinswnccwcssnscoscescwcensectnesce 11 | December 1964. 





1 Except for anchorage area. 
2 Construction not started. 


JUSTIFICATION 


. Deepening 2-way and downbound channels and westerly 300-foot width of the 
‘controlling upbound channels to provide a safe draft of 25.5 feet at low-water 
datum is necessary to serve adequately the fleet of existing and prospective 
vessels which will use the connecting channels of the Great Lakes. 

For the 10-year period 1947-56, the average annual commerce between Lakes 
Superior and Erie has been well over 100 million tons; St. Marys River 107 million 
tons; St. Clair River 112 million tons; and Detroit River 123 million tons. Princi- 
pal commodities are iron ore, coal, stone, sand, gravel, grain and petroleum prod- 
ucts. The free and continuous movement of these commodities is essential to the 
Nation’s economy. 

Deepening the connecting channels will permit the larger vessels of the present 
Great Lakes fleet to load to full capacity instead of light-loading as is currently 
required, and it will permit continuing the replacement of the older vessels of the 
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present fleet with larger and more economical vessels. Generally, provision of the 

roject will allow free and safe movement of the large vessels used in the Great 
Tales commerce, including those vessels anticipated to move into the area 
through the St. Lawrence seaway. 

One-way channels are provided in some of the connecting channels. The St. 
Marys River has the Middle Neebish Channel for upbound traffic and the West 
Neebish Channel for downbound traffic, while the Detroit River has the Amherst- 
burg Channel for upbound traffic and the Livingstone Channel for downbound 
traffic. The first priority for construction has been given to the upbound Middle 
Neebish and Amherstburg Channels which have controlling depths of only 21 feet, 
thereby restricting their use to vessels loaded to less than capacity. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $18 million will be applied to: 
St. Marys River: 


Continue Middle Neebish Channel__.__...........-.-_-_- __- $8, 115, 000 
Award contract on Lake Nicolet including anchorage area_ __-_- 2, 500, 000 

St. Clair River: Award construction channel at foot of Lake Huron__ 750, 000 
Detroit River: Continue Amherstburg Channel-_--_--......-____- 5, 474, 300 
Wnetemertne an Genie. 0. 2242S 2 So ae oe ek 185, 300 
Supervision and administration.................-...--.------.-- 975, 400 
ORG) sbi a wii edie ed aed ee eee 18, 000, 000 


Completion of the Amherstburg and Middle Neebish channels at an early date 
is required to permit their use by upbound traffic and temporarily by downbound 
ore vessels while work is in progress on other channels. 


COMPLETED WORK—GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS 


St. Marys River—Three locks for deep draft navigation, a new powerplants 
service facilities, and navigation channels and anchorage areas from Lake Supe- 
rior to Lake Huron. The completed modifications were constructed at a total 
cost of $49,406,000. 

Straits of Mackinac.—Navigation channel between Mackinac Island and Round 
Island and removal of Poe Reef shoal to a depth of 27 feet. The completed work 
was constructed at a cost of $449,000. 

St. Clair River—Navigation channels from the foot of Lake Huron to Lake 
St. Clair. The completed work was constructed at a cost of $3,169,000. 

Lake St. Clair —Navigation channel from the mouth of the St. Clair River to 
the head of Detroit River. The completed work was constructed at a cost of 
$3,537,000. 

Detroit River.—Navigation channels from the head of the river to Lake Erie, 
side channels to Wyandotte and Trenton, Mich., and a turning basin at the lower 
end of Trenton Channel. The completed work was constructed at a cost of 
$21,574,000. 


REMAINING WORK-——-GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS 


St. Mary’s River.—The 1942 River and Harbor Act authorized construction of 
the MacArthur lock. All work was completed at an estimated cost of $12,719,000 
except the lower guard gate which is currently estimated at $463,000. This 
uncompleted feature does not hinder the full operation of the lock. The River 
and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946 provides for reconstruction of Poe lock. The 
cost of construction is currently estimated at $38,700,000. No work has been 
done on reconstruction of Poe lock. 

Public Law 663, 84th Congress, 2d session authorized construction of a new 
lift bridge over South Canal, the upper approach to the MacArthur and Poe 
locks. The River and Harbor Act of 1945 authorized removal of Bridge Island. 
The estimated cost of construction of the bridge is $3,700,000 exclusive of the 
non-Federal cost currently estimated at $527,100. The estimated cost of removal 
of bridge island under the 1945 act is $1,320. 

Straits of Mackinac.—None. 

St. Clair River —The River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946 authorized im- 
provement of the North Channel outlet, a light draft side channel. The current 
estimate for construction is $114,000. No work has been done on this feature. 

Lake St. Clair—None. 

Detroit River—The River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945 authorized con- 
struction of the American Channel north of Belle Isle, 21 feet deep and 200 feet 
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wide. The current estimate for construction is $334,000. No work has been done 
on this feature. 

The River and Harbor Act of May 17, 1950 authorized extension of the turning 
basin in Trenton Channel and channel dredging near the turning basin, west of 
Grosse Ile. The current estimate for construction is $2,380,000. No work 
has been done on this feature. 

Non-—Federal costs—The estimated cost to local interests for reconstruction of 
submarine crossings is $82,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—No local cooperation is required in connection with 
this project. However, since parts of the work are partially or entirely in Cana- 
dian territory, the approval of the Canadian Government must be obtained for 
such work. Canadian approval for the work involved in the deepening of 
Amherstburg Channel and Middle Neebish Channel has been received. Negotia- 
tions are in progress with Canada for the excavation of a cutoff canal at the 
lower end of St. Clair River over Canadian lands. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$141 million is an increase of $5,200,000 from the latest estimate ($135,800,000) 
submitted to Congress. A reduction of $5,788,000 is due to proposed use of 
more economical type plant on the channel passing east of Detroit River Light. 
Increases include $6,190,000 based on bids received for Middle Neebish Channel 
and widening opposite Frechette Point (Little Rapids Courses 2 and 3), $4,365,000 
due to price level rise, and $433,000 based on a reanalysis of the requireme nts for 
engineering and design and for supervision and administration including contribu- 
tions to the retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1) fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Totalto | Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature | Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year cal year | complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 | after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) | (6) 
St. Marys River, 1946 and 1956 acts chan- | | 


ORE. Sib east Siberia a cet $54, 509, 000 bicnwe %, , 654, 000° &, 115 , 000 $38, 740, 000 


Total applied costs are of Engi- | 
neers only) - 54, 509, 000 ae ess 7, 654, 000 8, 115, 000 38, 740, 000 
Undistributed cost, none_..-__--- ‘ . | 
Total project cost (Corps of Engi- | 
neers only) - - -- ; 54, 509, 000 ial : 7, 654, 000 8,115,000 | 38, 740,000 
Pending adjustments_- , 








Total cost (Corps of Engineers only)-| 54, 509, 000. 7, 654,000 | 8,115,000 ~ 38, 740, 000 
Undelivered orders-- ---- $423,000 | —423,000 | 2, 500,000 | 7 500, 000 

Total obligations. _.._.............- 423, 000 7 i, 000 | 10, 615, 000 36, 240, 000 
Straits of Mackinac, 1956 act channels____| 2, 270, 000 i 


2, 270, 000 
Total applied costs (Corps of Engi- , 5 
neers only) - - -- 2,370; 000.1. 2... pune o nannies 2, 270, 000 
Undistributed cost, none - - - | ; i eins | 
} a _ -|— — - — — = —— } = 
Total project cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers only) - - j 2, 270, 000 bstdin fate ely gs etamse he pins enadbitt 2, 270, 000 
Pending adjustments__ 


Total cost (Corps of Engineers only)_| 2,270,000 |_- delat dosed ake ie 2, anes 000 
Undelivered orders _.-.-------- 5 ares tad 


2, 270, 000 


eee ager ecee page are ener bam naee eerie 


8t. Clair River, 1946 and 1956 acts channels E 19, 761, 000 ie 19, 761, , 000 


Total applied costs (Corps of Engineers | 
only) ~ | 19, 761, 000 wi . 2 wolbtesiaubitddee 4 19, 761, 000 
Undistributed cost, none.........-...... - As 


Total project cost (Corps of Engin- | 








Sarees Ca as St SO FOR GOO fal cei Wweivcceal 19, 761, 000 
Pending adjustments See B - dcct eee th waieen eels aerate cece 5 

Total cost (Corps of Engineers only) -| 19, 761, 000 Senet Eege sata. an 19, 761, 000 

Undelivered orders. _...............---.--- d iqad ddd be 750, 000 —750, 000 


Total obligations...................- paceeinckaie a 750, 000 19, O11, 000 


ee 














= O_O 
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Summary construction program (PB-1) fiscal years 1958 and 1959—Continued 





Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 


























| Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
aa) | @ (3) ® | © ©) 
| Channels in Lake St. Clair, 1956 act 
channels_.._.......-- hs dedbh lichens dated Lt OR SUR OOM Es ceed a ec os $4, 398, 000 
=a |————— } annie = - a 
Total applied costs (Corps of Engineers | 
Ta hich lh 355 ce ~ de iow aby cv eed 4, 398, 000 |______- in Me eens hoes Se Sy 4, 398, 000 
Undistributed costs, none. ...............]--.--.---.-. Seog > vébieliekawinckaben a ditasientitapeial ei hediedltaca sti ‘ 
Total project cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers only) . ._-.- pieticeokodeeieiies 4, 398, 000 4, 398, 000 
Pending adjustments... ................-.-]-- sone E 
Total cost (Corps of mae anky).F 4908, 000. 1..56..20.4 Bo 4 4, 398, 000 
8 RE EA SE Oe A a 
TRRRD CRISUIIR.g «occa ntivcivnennhenneee eh i 4,: 398, 000 





Detroit River, 1946 and 1956 acts channels_- 47, 917, 000 ‘4, 000 $9, 082, 700. $5, 474, 300, 32, 549, ,000 


Total applied costs (Corps of Engineers 


TT oa nat nbd hie cided adakbeqesesvadgen 47, 917, 000 841,000 | 9,052,700 | 5,474,300 | 32, 549,000 
Undistributed cost, none 


Total project cost (Corps of En- 














! GENUS GENT a i cccnlcoesseets coat. 47, 917, 000 841,000 | 9,052,700 | 5,474,300 | 32, 549,000 
Peming BEGAN iis 56 5 5 Salen 60 obo he ctee isbn dd dhe caisdn hh thstalenhsaesiens 
— — - —---- a —— EE 

Total cost (Corps of Engineers only)_} 47, 917,000 841,000 | 9, 052, 700 5, 474, 300 32, 549, 000 

Undelivered orders__.._- dtd eiewiddanine tale ale alll 1,400, G00 1-1; 400, O80 |. nck i sheen ctu see 

TOR CNB icihimenttttinbeniiiiivibddeiaeditt 2, 250, 000 7, 643, 700 5, 474, 300° 32, 549, 000 

Engineering and design, 1946 and 1956 acts 2, 812, 000 | 661, 600 508, 100 185, ‘300° 4, 462, 000 
Supervision and administration, 1946 and | 

SE isn cSncoteesactstenbsbisns ones 9, 333, , 000 163, 200 ‘ 172, 900 975, 400 7, 021, 500 


Total applied costs, 1946 and 1956 acts, 
Great Lakes connecting channels_....._. 141, 000, 000 5 665, 800 38 382, 700° 14, 750, 000 106, 201, 500 


Total applied costs (Corps of Engineers 


CURT) ooo Mii nike ittindsacithsbetunben 141,000,000 | 1,665,800 | 18,382,700 | 14,750,000 | 106, 201, 500 
Undistributed cost, none 





Total project cost (Corps of En- 














SONNE GE). << dakcdncdnwtnendecete 141,000,000 | 1,665,800 | 18,382,700 | 14,750,000 | 106, 201, 500 
i Pa ee es aa —7, 700 ed, ON bt caccicthe die tniiaaceaee 
Total cost (Corps of Engineers only) -/141, 000, 000 1, 658, 100 | 18, 390, 400 14, 750, 000 | 106, 201, 500 
Undelivered orders ...........-.-.-.-.....- en anldghaieccate 1, 842, 800 |—1, 842, 800 3, 250,000 | —3, 250, 000 
Total Gumgeties.... se cc el | i ndneateig ae 3, 500, 900 | 16, 547,600 | 18, 000, 000 | 102, 951, 500 
METHOD OF FINANCING ro =< were a Pe 

Federal funds: 
ees G hohe aintiers 0 tied icatiaeedeae iT Uf UB OG ees eee 
Permanent transfers since july b, Meee eeribvtencaus 200, 000 DBE Ge febic atch scdsbiacodasisoces 
Unobligated carryover, prior year_....}.......-...- D iipsbeiamebeeaabeds TAI TE lhaniicuip dcibstigtenind iain Seateimeemnie 
Total funds available for obligation._j.........-.- Se 16, 547, 600 | tea iil I a 
RE EEE TORING na nccénnetecsedesdiocesenscbioa SS Racinnscatnad 18, 000, 000 | 102, 951, 500 

SLOWDOWN 


Mr. Cannon. General Rumaggi, in addition to the 1958 appropri- 
ation, you have transferred $3,150,000 to this project this year and 
you have revised the 1959 budget request to $23,500,000 instead of 
$18 million called for in the President’s budget. 

In the face of all of this apparent speedup you still estimate that it 
will be June 1964 before you finish the project and again this is a full 
year behind the schedule given the committee last year. 


25230—58—pt. 2——26 
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General Rumaaat. I believe the committee was told last year, sir, 
that we would have 25 feet by 1960 in the up-bound channels, and 
2-way traffic down-bound to 27-foot ruling depth by June 1962. 
This budget will substantially restore that forecast. 


DEPTHS OF CHANNELS 


Mr. Cannon. Do you have estimates of the probable increase in 
traffic through these channels that will result from operating of the 
St. Lawrence seaway? 

General Rumacer. Mr. Cannon, this project was authorized on 
benefits that accrue within the lakes traffic and the benefits of the 
St. Lawrence seaway were not ascribed to the project. 

Mr. Cannon. They were not taken into consideration at all? 

General Rumaaar. Not at all. They will be a bonus. 

Mr. Cannon. Will there necessarily be an increase of traffic? 

General Rumaaer. We anticipate so. 

Mr. Cannon. What precaution have you taken to meet that situ- 
ation? 

General Rumaaat. The channel that we are providing will be ample 
for the’ present traffic and for both classes of traffic. 

Mr. Cannon. Will these channels, as you are now designing them, 
accommodate all ships that the seaway can accommodate at the time 
it is opened, or will this project have to be completed in advance? 

General Rumacar. Mr. Cannon, the seaway is to be opened for 
deep-craft traffic about a year from now, in April of next year. 

Mr. Taser. What do you mean by “deep draft’’? 

General Rumaaat. Limiting depths of 27 feet, Mr. Taber. 

As I said earlier, the connecting channels will not be ready for 
27-foot traffic at that same time, to answer your question. I believe 
you asked that question directly. I said that we would have a 
substantial channel for two-way traffic with ruling depths of 27 feet 
by June 1962, which is the original forecast. 

Mr. Cannon. But the seaway will be open in 1960? 

General Rumaaer. In 1959, sir; calendar year 1959, a year hence. 

Mr. Cannon. In the meantime, you see no development that you 
would be required to meet pending the completion of this project? 

General Rumacer. Mr. Cannon, I would like to invite your atten- 
tion to the fact that we now have upbound channels in the Great 
Lakes with ruling depths of 21 feet and downbound channel with 
ruling depths of 25 feet. 

Mr. Cannon. The seaway would carry 27 feet? 

General Rumacer. This is right, but usually those are depths at 
low water datum and usually there is about a foot or a foot-and-a-half 
leeway. 

Mr. Cannon. That is a minimum? 

General Rumacer. We would not have it too far from 27 feet on 
some of the channels. That is what I am getting at. It would be 
a foot or a foot-and-a-half away. It is not as bleak as it looks. I do 
not want to use that word “bleak” but it is not exactly the same. 

Mr. Cannon. Will there be a steady flow, continuous in this 
channel? 

General Rumaaar. You mean the connecting channel? 

Mr. Cannon. Will it be stabilized as to height and depth? It will 
not vary materially from time to time? 
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General Rumacar. Mr. Cannon, these connecting channels are 
being improved at varying depths and a ship under way sits down in 
the back. She draws more when she is moving than when she is 
standing still. In open water, there is a wave action that makes her 
bounce up and down on the surface of the water so we have been very 
careful to provide varying ruling depths at varying reaches of these 
connecting channels so that the ship may proceed. If she is in rough, 
open water, there is room for her to bounce. It is not exactly 27 feet 
and it is sometimes 28 feet, sometimes 29; and there is also one other 
issue I forgot to make. 

If the bottom is soft, it is not too bad if she bumps a little but if it is 
a rock bottom, it might stove a hole in her. 

Do I answer your question? 


RELATIONSHIPS WITH CANADIAN GOVERNMENT 


Mr. Cannon. Have you had any complications in your dealings 
with the Canadian Government or any difficulties of any kind in 
negotiating with the Canadian Government on projects of this char- 
acter? 

General Rumaaat. Mr. Cannon, you are aware that we propose to 
make a cutoff channel at the foot of Lake St. Clair which is all in 
Canada. I believe that you are aware of that and I believe you are 
referring to that issue, are you not? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. 

General Rumaaat. The State Department has gone to the Canadian 
Government to acquire the right to operate in Canadian channels on 
Canadian territory. 

I want to interrupt and say that, as you appreciate, the Amherstburg 
Channel is likewise in Canadian water and we are actually at work 
digging there with the full cooperation and full consent of the Canadian 
Government. 

Mr. Cannon. The International Boundary Commission would have 
no jurisdiction over questions of that character? 

General Rumaaat. No, sir; they have not taken the issue. It is a 
matter between the governments directly. 

Mr. Cannon. Apparently you are going to be able to reach an 
amicable agreement? 

General Rumaaar. I trust so. I have some indications that we 
are going to soon. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. On the record. 

What is Canada contributing toward this project that will help such 
large ports as Port William and Port Arthur? 

General Rumager. Nothing toward the connecting channels, sir: 
They have never contributed toward these improvements. 

Mr. Cannon. You do not expect them to? 

General Rumacer. We have never expected them to; no, sir. We 
have discussed this matter of land that we discussed here on the—— 

Mr. Cannon. There are mutual benefits and very material benefits 
accruing to Canada as a result of all of this work. 

Should we not expect them to contribute to the construction and 
maintenance when they reap these benefits? 
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General Rumaaer. I invite your attention to the fact that they in 
turn run the Welland Canal to which we do not contribute. That 
connects two of the Great Lakes and there are mutual contributions 
to this grand, overall waterway. 


BID EXPERIENCE 


Mr. Cannon. The major portion of the increase in the estimated 
cost of this project is an increase of $6,190,000. I note you say it is 
based on bids received from the middle Neebish Channel and widening 
Frechette Point. 

This increase might lead us to question the care with which your 
original estimate was made or the degree of competition involved in 
the bidding. You really have had competitive bidding, have you? 

General Rumaaar. On section 1, we had four bidders. 

On section B, we had 2 bidders, and on section C, we also had 2 
bidders. 

Mr. Cannon. We may assume then that we really have reasonable 
bids? 

General Rumaaat. Yes, sir. I may say that the Government esti- 
mate prepared at the time of the award of the contract, that in every 
case the bids were within the 25 percent of the Government estimate 
as prepared on the final, detailed borings and studies made prior to 
an award of a section. 

Mr. Cannon. When were these originally made? 

General Rumaaart. I will have to supply that for the record. I am 
not aware. 

(The material referred to follows:) 

The design memorandum for the middle Neebish Channel was completed on 


March 4, 1957. The detailed Government estimate used for comparison of bids 
was prepared on May 21, 1957. Bids were opened on June 4, 1957. 


General Rumaaat. I believe that it was within a matter of 4, 5, or 6 
months before the actual award. 

Mr. Cannon. It was recent enough to have been reflected in the 
bidding costs of labor and material? 

General Rumacat. I misunderstood. I thought you meant when 
we made the borings. 

The actual estimates are prepared days before the actual award. 
I misunderstood you. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Kirwan? 

Mr. Kirwan. I made a trip last fall, General, from Conneaut, 
Ohio, to Duluth. You are doing quite a bit of construction work 
there, are you not, removing the shoals and deepening them? 

General Rumacer. You are talking about the Detroit River and 
St. Mary’s? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 
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General Rumaaar. Yes, this is the work we are discussing. 

Mr. Kirwan. In Lake Huron and Lake Superior, those different 
dredges and equipment which we saw was evidence of the construction 
work underway. 

General Rumacer. It is a magnificent job. 


TONNAGES 


Mr. Kirwan. What is the total tonnage on the Great Lakes? 

General Rumacai. 110 million tons have moved down the St. 
Marys River. Through Detroit I think it is upward of 140 million 
tons. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is one of the greatest assets that the Nation has 
and in fact the world. 

General Rumaaer. As to the Detroit River, I was right in saying 
140 million tons in 1953. 

Mr. Kirwan. Would you like to extend that? 

a Rumaaear. Yes, I would like to extend that answer in the 
record. 

Mr. Kirwan. I wish you would also show a breakdown of the 
amount of grain, ore, and other materials that have been transported 
through these connecting channels. 

General Rumaaai. I will extend the answer as to the tonnage in 
the past few years. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


The total tonnage in the connecting channels for the past 5 years is as follows: 


Total tonnage 
| 








Year | 
St. Marys St. Clair Channels in Detroit 
River River Lake St. River 
Clair 
a _——————} 
i 
I thinset ais ei ; osb44bbehosb sae 4q4aus | 113, 546, 959 110, 397, 176 109, 530, 870 124, 849, 617 
Shits cndhlssusiagbahguiibitsaibihdstcmenia tidienssencugatipapaipee cena 119, 434, 263 119, 320, 917 118, 185, 078 132, 507, 367 
0 Se : ‘ a _-| 89, 285, 694 91, 866, 105 91, 096, 719 102, 358, 036 
EE a a ee ee iil 132, 982,053 | 129,899,214 | 126, 037, 780 140, 729, 410 
MPU k Ss otek beas elton taesahess Be 111, 025,900 | 107, 525,582 | 103, 684, 688 | 116, 550, 294 
i 


The principal commodities and tonnages for 1956 are as follows: 








Tonnages for 1956 


Commodity 
St. Marys St. Clair Channels in Detroit 











River River Lake St. River 
Clair 
COINS « sane o chinks seedsno dan 4, 248, 135 4, 132, 253 
Iron ore... Anton on 58, 633, 581 53, 061, 660 
Stone--.-.-- 9, 184, 365 
Petroleum - amas dit 1, 501, 818 
i , 517, , 277, 24, 283, 126 
AR OtDGr....<s0--.- 5s . 11, 286, 582 8, 739, 398 32, 686, 395 
OM 28st MALL A 113, 546,959 | 110, 397,176 | 109, 530, 870 124, 849, 617 


Mr. Kirwan. What is the schedule for the opening of the St. Law- 
rence seaway? 
General Rumaceat. I will be glad to prepare that. 





le 
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(The material referred to follows:) 


The St. Lawrence seaway on which construction was started 2 years earlier 
will be open to deep draft navigation in 1959. Work on the connecting channels 
is proceeding on a reasonable schedule and depths compatible with the seaway 
will be available in 1962. An increase in available depths from 21 to 25 feet. 
will be provided for 2-way traffic in 1960. 


BIDS COMPARED TO ESTIMATES 


Mr. Jensen. You say that your contracts are always within the 
25 percent limitation of your estimates? 

General Rumaaar. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. It occurs to me that a 25 percent leeway between 
estimates and actual contracts is quite a leeway. Certainly, after all 
of these years of letting bids and estimating project costs and keeping 
in close touch with the cost of these projects of every nature, it seems 
to me that the Army engineers certainly are in a position to come 
closer than 25 percent of the cost of a project. 

What is the general run of bids in comparison with your estimates? 

General Rumaaar. I think you are asking me about the corps 
overall? 

Mr. Jensen. I will put it to you directly, the things that you have 
to handle. That is, things under your jurisdiction and under the 
jurisdiction of your division. 

General Rumagar. I have rejected 2 bids in the past year that 
were over 25 percent. I do not know if that answers your question. 

Mr. Jensen. My thinking is that your 25 percent leeway between 
estimates and acceptable bids is a large leeway on a job that costs 
a lot of money. For example, on a job that costs $100 million, that 
is $25 million. 

General Rumaaer. May I say that our estimates do not include 
profit. 

Mr. Jensen. Do not include profit? Then your estimates are 
simply actual cost estimates as near as you can figure? 

General Rumaaai. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. On these large jobs, surely a 10 percent profit would 
be a mighty good profit, would it not? Would you not say that the 
average profit on contracts of that nature is considerably below 10 
percent, or what do you say about that? 

General Rumaaat. I am not qualified to answer that question as to 
what the profit is to the contractor on these jobs. 

Mr. Jensen. The facts are that you folks have been in this business 
for a long time and certainly, like a contractor, or a person who has 
been in that business for many years, you can estimate the cost of any 
project within a few percent of the actual cost of that project, so it is 
quite surprising to me that your estimates run quite different dollar- 
wise than the actual bids. 

General Rumaaat. May I say that on these 3 sections that I have 
discussed, on which I have figures before me, on the first one there was 
a 15 percent differential and on the very large one, 23 percent, and on 
the third one, an 8 percent differential. You can see they vary. 

Mr. Jensen. I asked you a question a minute ago as to what the 
differential was. 

General Rumacer. Somewhere within the range that I have just 
read to you. They would vary within that sort of thing. 
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Mr. JensEN. That would average possibly 17 percent, and that is 
still a wide variation. How many bidders do you generally have on 
these contracts? 

General Rumaaar. Four on the first. We had 2 on the other and 
2 on the third. 

Mr. JENSEN. Does the Government furnish any material or equip- 
ment whatsoever for these contracts? 

General Rumaaat. No, sir. 

‘Mr. JENSEN. It is all done by free bidding? 

ETE Rumaaar. By free bidding, their own equipment and per- 
sonnel. 

Mr. Jensen. Where cement is used do you buy the cement? 

General Rumager. Sometimes yes and sometimes no. 

Mr. JENSEN. It depends on what? 

General Rumaaai. In the last few years we have not had any occa- 
sion, in my part of the woods, to do it. I am talking now generally, 
but it depends in part on the state that the cement market is in, the 
pricing and the timing of the job, and things of that sort. 

Mr. JENSEN. I still cannot understand why your estimates cannot 
be closer than they are to the actual bids, even though you do not 
figure profit, due to the fact that you do this sort of work so very much. 

You let so many of these different kinds of contracts and many of 
them are just about the same. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Will you yield for a question off the record? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. On the record. 

Every contractor must make a profit or he will soon be out of 
business. I know that contracting is a very hazardous business and 
that many of them do go broke. I think over a period of 10 years, 
the record will show that more than half of the contractors go broke. 
I know that is true in the building business. So much for that. 


CHANNEL DEPTHS 


It has always been a little puzzling to me just how deep you must 
build a channel in order, for instance, to have a ship traverse that 
channel, which requires 25-foot clearance, let us say. 

You must be obliged to have considerably more than a 25-foot- 
deep channel. 

General Rumacer. I think my previous testimony to Mr. Cannon 
covered the fact that we vary the depths of the reaches of the canal, 
depending on the conditions in the particular part of the water. 

Mr. JensEN. Just a couple of feet extra, is that all there is? 

General Rumaacat. That is all there is. They skim along on a very 
thin film of water. 

Mr. Taser. You mean from the low-water mark? 

General Rumacear. From the bottom of the boat to the bottom of 
the earth. 

Mr. JENSEN. The bottom of the channel? 

General Rumaaear. That is right. 

Mr. Taser. Low water? 

General Rumaaat. I spoke about low-water datum, Mr. Taber. 
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Mr. Jensen. You do not have much variation between the low- 
and high-water mark in channels of this nature, do you? 

General Rumacat. It varies considerably, Mr. Jensen. This level 
varies materially. 

Mr. Jensen. What do you mean by that? 

General Rumager. Three and four feet between high and low. 

Mr. Jensen. That still leaves only 4 or 5 feet of clearance for those 
big, heavy ships. 

Let us suppose that a ship would draw 25 feet of water, actuall 
needs 25 feet of clearance from the water to the bottom of the at, 
then you would have more than a 2-foot clearance in low water? 

General Rumacer. We load them pretty heavily, Mr. Jensen. 
They watch that pretty carefully and they load the ships at Duluth 
with respect to the level of the lakes they must traverse. They 
watch it very carefully and they work for every inch that they can 
get. 

Mr. Jensen. These shipbuilders now are building bigger ships 
that require a greater draft without first finding out for sure whether 
or not the Congress will appropriate the money to deepen the channels. 

They go on their way building these bigger and better ships with 
these increased drafts and then they come in here—you folks do— 
and ask us to deepen harbors and channels and it costs a mint of 
money to do it. 

SHIP DESIGN 


Is it possible to change the design of a ship, for instance, not make 
it so pointed from top to bottom and belly it out a little more in order 
to get the necessary tonnage that they say that they have to have in 
order to make the business pay? Is that possible, or do you know 
anything about shipbuilding? 

General Rumaaear. I am not an expert on shipbuilding, Mr. Con- 
gressman. I know that you will not find the lake vessels themselves 
are really V-shaped in cross section. They are almost U-shaped so 
that the bottom is wide and deep and if you look at one of these ore 
carriers, you will see that when the hold is largely open, it is really a 
huge barge with a point for a prow and propulsion and stern. One 
large barge, which is filled with commodities to the extent to lower it 
into the water to a maximum safe depth. 

Mr. Jensen. Generally speaking, I was referring to seagoing vessels, 
is that same thing true for such ships? 

General Rumagat. I believe so. I think you will find even the 
biggest vessels are largely U-shaped in cross section through the 
middle two-thirds of the vessel. 

Mr. Kirwan. Will you yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

ORE HANDLING 


Mr. Krrwan. I learned a lesson last year on this ore boat that 
I went on to Duluth. 

Twenty years ago when I was representing Ashtabula—to show you 
how machines have replaced men—you would see maybe a hundred 
laborers working on these boats. When they took the ore out of the 
boats with the buckets, the buckets could not go around the side and 
reach it. They had a hundred laborers taking the ore out, and tossing 
the ore where the bucket could use it. 
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Now they lower a single bulldozer into the boat and as fast as a 
man can run that bulldozer, they load the buckets. With that 1 
bulldozer, they have eliminated the 100 men that used to be required. 

Mr. Jensen. That is true in most every industry now that we have 
labor-saving devices which have taken the place of a lot of men. 
Over the long run, I know that we have one nation across the pond 
whose coal mines were mechanized. They said it would destroy and 
keep labor away from a lot of people and now we are shipping to 
— about a third of the coal that they use. I refer to the British 

sles. 

Of course, I am glad that they take the position they do and I 
suppose our country does, too, but anyway I am glad that people do 
not have to work like they used to work. 

Mr. Evins. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. The general made a rather interesting observation 
about the building of smaller ships. We now have a trend of building 
smaller automobiles and I wonder if we build smaller cars whether 
we will not require less space and smaller highways. 

Do you think that will follow in the shipping industry as it has done 
in the automobile field? 

General Rumaaai. I am not an expert, but I would say that it 
would be the reverse. 

Mr. JeENsEN. Undoubtedly it will be the reverse. At least, that is 
the trend. 

This connecting channel is going to cost how many dollars? 

General Rumaaart. I believe my figure at the present time is $141 
million. 

FEES FOR USE OF WATERWAYS 


Mr. Jensen. What do the carriers pay in license to use the water- 
ways? 

General Rumaaer. Nothing, sir. This is a toll-free waterway. 

Mr. JENSEN. I knew that but I wanted to hear you say it for the 
record. That is true in every waterway in this country—water 
carriers pay just exactly nothing and all the taxpayers of America, 
whether or not they get benefits from it, have to pay the bill. That 
is the reason why the railroads are in the financial condition they are. 

The railroads pay hundreds of millions of dollars in State and Fed- 
eral taxes and part of that money is spent for these projects that 
help run the railroads out of business. 


One of these fine days we will wake up to the fact we really need the 
railroads and laboring people really need the railroads, too. 
Mr. Cannon. Mr. Taber? 


STATUS OF FUNDS 


Mr. Taser. General, how much of this money, and I see you have 
$15,150,000 in this year, do you have in the way of carryover from 
last year? 

General Rumaaer. On the 30th of June we had $3,240,000 un- 
expended of which $1,397,600 was unobligated. 

Mr. Taser. That means about a little over $2 million unobligated. 

General Rumaaat. $1,397,000, sir. 
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Mr. Taxser. That left you about $16.5 million to obligate this year. 
How much have you so far obligated from that? 

General Rumacai. We have obligated it all, sir, except for the 
amount available for Government payrolls between now and the end 
of June. 

Mr. Taser. It is all obligated? 

General Rumaaar. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. You are asking for $23 million this year. How much 
of that will you obligate? 

General Rumaacat. We expect no unobligated balances by June 
of 1959, sir. 

Mr. Taser. You will have had about 30 percent of the total 
estimated cost by that time; is that right? 

General Rumaaat. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Taser. That is all I have. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton? 

Mr. Fenton. Did I understand you to say, General, that you are 
asking for over $23 million this year? 

General Rumaaer. That is correct. We are asking $23,500,000. 

Mr. Fenton. I see $18 million there. Why is that? 

General Rumaaat. The revised budget is for $23,500,000, sir. 

Mr. Frenron. The work of widening and deepening these channels 
for larger vessels and heavier craft is far off in the future; is it not? 

General Rumaaat. Yes, sir; as you can see from the amount of 
money appropriated and the total estimated cost of the project. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the schedule for future appropriations 
requests in order to meet the completion date of June, 1964? 

General Rumagear. Talking about fiscal years ahead? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

General Rumacar. We are talking in the neighborhood of about 
$28 million through 1962 and some $9 million or $10 million in 1963 
and $3.8 million in 1964. Those are rough figures, of course. 

Mr. Fenton. I think that is alli. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Andersen? 

Mr. AnperRSEN. General, of course the engineers are working on 
the basis of their authorization of the channel all over the seaway; 
that correct? 

General Rumaaer. That is right. 


CHANNEL DEPTHS 


Mr. ANprERSEN. Have the engineers recommended to the Congress 
at any time a deeper depth than that? 

General Rumager. Along the connecting channels? Not to my 
knowledge. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I am referring to the seaway as a whole. You 
have not taken any definite stand, have you? 

Colonel Nauman. I know of none, sir. 

General Rumaaat. Neither do I, sir. 

Mr. AnpeErsEN. I think it is just a matter of time before we will 
talk in terms of 35 feet in those channels so as to really make it the 
seaway that we people in Minnesota would like to see. Of course, 
that would be a tremendous undertaking, would it not? 

General Rumaaer. Magnificent; yes. 
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Mr. ANDERSEN. I am glad to hear you use the term ‘magnificent.’ 
In your personal opinion, it would be for the good of the future of 
America? 

General Rumaaat. Please don’t put me on that spot, sir. 

Mr. AnpERSEN. I will withdraw the question. I do not mind 
saying that, in my opinion, a 35-foot channel eventually will open up a 
vast area in the midwestern part of the United States for the com- 
merce of the entire world and inure to the benefit of the United States 
of America. To me, the 27 feet is just the beginning. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. I wanted that noted. 


TYPE OF TRAFFIC 


Mr. Fenton. Do those ships differ very much from those which 
come from the ocean up the Delaware River, General? 

General Rumaaar. The lake carriers are quite a different type of 
craft from the oceangoing vessels. I am not expert enough to discuss 
the differences, but it is a very different type of craft. 

Mr. Taser. These things that go through the St. Lawrence have 
to be practically oceangoing. 

General Rumaaat. Yes, sir; those going beyond Montreal would 
have to be fit to navigate the ocean, with all the safety devices that 
oceangoing vessels would require. 

Mr. Fenton. Would there have to be a transfer of ore from those 
lake ships to oceangoing ships, and vice versa?’ 

General Rumaaat. If they go out to sea, yes, sir. I think there will 
have to be. I am not sure, because I am not enough of a maritime 
expert. 

Mr. Taser. These things come from small ships, do they not? 

General Rumaaet. Lane have a lot of small ships right now. 
That is all we can get through the Canadian waterways at the present 
time. But, later on, when the St. Lawrence is open, the big boats will 
get the ore and bring it to American mills; yes. 

Mr. Taser. But those do not have to be seagoing. 

General Rumaaer. No, sir. 

Mr. Taser. There is no ore coming into the St. Lawrence from the 
outside, is there? 

General Rumacer. I don’t know whether I understand your 
question, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Around Philadelphia they get in a lot of ore from 
Venezuela. 

General Rumaaer. Actually, I think some ore goes from Canada 
out and around the St. Lawrence and down to Baltimore and places, sir. 

Mr. Krrwan. From Labrador and Canada. 

General Rumaaer. That is right. . 

Mr. Kirwan. United States Steel has a plant up there. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Labrador. 

General Rumaaat. That is correct, Mr. Andersen. 


RELATIONSHIP WITH CANADIAN GOVERNMENT 


Mr. Jensen. I believe you testified, in answer to a question by 
Mr. Cannon, that Canada played no part in this channel-deepening 
program which you are undertaking at the present time. Is that 
right? 
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General Rumacer. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Jesen. Why? Why don’t they pay something? They get 
great benefits, do they not? 

General Rumaaat. As I explained to Mr. Cannon, they likewise run 
the Welland Canal, which we do not participate in. They operate it. 

Mr. JENSEN. We derive benefits from that? 

General Rumaaar. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. To the comparable degree of the benefits they get in 
using our channel? 

General Rumaaat. I have no figures to answer whether that is so 
or not, sir. 

Mr. AnpERSEN. Do our ships pay tolls going through the Welland 
Canal? 

General Rumaaer. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And they do not pay tolls going through our canals? 

General Rumaaati. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. I would venture a good guess that Uncle Sam is 
paying the lion’s share. 

General Rumaaat. I have one point to make in this regard. As 
you know, the St. Lawrence development at the present time is a 
14-foot project, and they would not need that. The Canadian 
vessel would not need the depths we are providing in these connecting 
channels. I think that is the key to your question. 

At the present time, the Canadian fleet which goes through the 
Canadian part of the waterway in the St. Lawrence is much too light 
to require any such depths as we are providing here. 


SLOWDOWN 


Mr. Cannon. Summing up this whole matter, General Rumaggi, 
I am still a little uncertain as to what accounts for this delay. We 
were told last year that we could expect completion of the entire 
project by June of 1963 at the latest. Now you say 1964. We are 
putting $3,150,000 more into this. Thatisa very sizablesum. With 
those additional funds, you should have been able to speed up rather 
than keep dropping back. 

General Rumaaar. Again I am repeating myself, Mr. Cannon, by 
saying that we are going to have the major portions of this waterway 
ready by June of 1962, not 1963 or 1964. Work scheduled after 
June 1962 is desirable but not absolutely essential to 25%-foot-draft 
navigation. I can only answer you to that extent, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You think there is no likelihood that you might beat 
this schedule? 


General Rumaaeat. It depends on the appropriations made by the 
Congress. 

Mr. Cannon. What does this $3,150,000 additional accomplish? 

General Rumacer We are funding going contracts, which are 
making very good progress, Mr. Cannon. 

Mr. Cannon. Your slowdown seems to be connected with the St. 
Marys phase of it and the St. Clair River. You do not consider those 
the major features of the project? 

General Rumaaeat. We are going to do that in June of 1962, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Then why do you tell us on page 18—b of the justi- 
fications that it will be June of 1964? We have been led to bélieve all 
along it would be June of 1963 at the latest. 
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General Rumagar. Talking about the St. Marys River? I was 
looking at the St. Clair River. 

Mr. Cannon. The St. Marys River project shows 1964; St. Clair 
River project, 1962. Last year, the St. Marys project showed 1963, 
and this year it is 1964. Last year the St. Clair River project was 
1961, and this year it is 1962. 

I do not fully understand the cause for this delay. Why can’t 
you continue the schedule as of 1963 rather than that of 1964? 

General Rumaaer. Mr. Cannon, I think, with this money and the 
money we are getting now, we are actually going faster. I know 
you are talking about the record, sir, and I am a little 

Mr. Cannon. Suppose you elaborate on that? What we are 
interested in most is speeding it up. On page 22 of the hearings 
last year, part 2, you have a very definite schedule shown. You 
state the St. Marys River is scheduled for completion in 1963; the 
Straits of Mackinac, 1963; St. Clair River, 1961. In other words, 
why can’t you go ahead at least in accordance with that schedule, 
especially with this additional money we are providing? 

General Rumaaat. I understand your question, and I will have to 
extend my remarks, Mr. Cannon, if you please. 

(The information requested follows:) 

Based on contractors’ performance on work underway, the upbound channels 
will be completed in 1960. Present schedules, which give full consideration to 
the budget request, contemplate completion of the downbound channels in 1962. 
The project, therefore, will be sufficiently advanced by 1962 to permit operation 
of vessels with a draft of 25.5 feet at low-water datum. 





HARRISVILLE HARBOR, MICH. 


Mr. Cannon. We will pass on to the Harrisville Harbor in Michigan. 
We will insert pages 28—a to 33. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGA- 
TION) 


HARRISVILLE Harspor, Mica. 


(Continuing) 
SI MERION sos sashes a's ps oe eet vg enh Se wah on a lee elected $500, 000 
UNOS 5 SG ae eo a Sena aa & alc ren eee meena dees ee 700, 000 
Jur. oF Dees Ceennee... oc ce ean accu ncnane sn oomeeeeee 200, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 














1959 budget Revised | Increase 
estimate 

Continue construction of chanmels_.-_.-............-..--.--..-- $80, 000 $122, 000 $42, 000 
Continue construction of breakwaters.....................---- 338, 000 496, 000 158, 000 
PET GE GHEE | 6 ow cen dacebcecnehcnceocashusongnale 11, 900 11, 900 | 0 
Supervision and administration...............-.....-.....-..- 70, 100 70, 100 | 0 

500, 000 700, 000 200, 000 

Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 

Be BI 6 aiicsentipechntinncakclioni>ssllivisiiicn annie ietdiatintainint A euntidieinit October 1959_..__- August 1959, 


CIEE inn cvccoeshoomeinwdoinn onaithans Raat esedam senate anna do. 


i. niin awd 0. 
UD rivieneececsnccwcdnagsisecstwcnsssnbenannidades nee Gibesesdth cS Do. 
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Location.—Harrisville Harbor, Mich., is located on the northwest shore of 
Lake Huron about 20 miles north of Oscoda and 30 miles south of Alpena, Mich. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-Cost Ratio.—The benefits are based on considerations of safety for 
navigation. Conditions are such as to make impracticable a firm monetary 
evaluation of the benefits. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost | 
NS ob be cantcadtveassboncasbackbassenbieaet at OR GOR OUP. ocdspcceadendas 
I eae ltl eI a I ikea a 
io 6 nena neece wins Sinn cv ceccnesdaccclatadossed | WE ct Aes dpw cebu 
et id nin tan dwobpinddadweneelnedinationsipie Be Sit sagebdcneubesh 
Ne oe aca eepahmrucwikieaedabeiraneseess CTE pilosa dinteteghaina 
ee GIS, MPONOOS CONC eal oc nck ennbanusdeccobustaess | Reesor ioe 
OE Oy BI i ok dn okl ok sch ec ddwnd cnc ckbdecbcedudine | SIE hci bs bbe eccnciegtone 
MTR TUNIGR BOE TORE FORE 1DTG es on nnn sec cckswnntnncsccounce | BE I Sak went huteictratanke 
ne 80 GARB nnn onc cece see o- 3s 55 mdi adigibregeadaiatalarnaietintnaractniet 382, 000 26 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1959_........-.-...-.--------.--..- 500, 000 60 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959..............-...-.-.....-.-...-.- | BG Lecwidectensestat 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Dredge harbor basin 10 feet deep over an area of about 13 acres with a 
12-foot entrance channel. 
Status (January 1, 1958): Construction not started. 
Breakwaters: Construct north breakwater 360 feet, construct south breakwater 
2,070 feet. 
Completion schedule: 
Channels: October 1959. 
Breakwaters: October 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Harrisville Harbor, Mich., is one of a chain of harbors of refuge on the Great 
Lakes for light-draft vessels. When completed, the harbors in this chain will be at 
intervals of 25 to 30 miles around the United States shoreline of the Great Lakes. 
When completed, this harbor will provide an unbroken chain of harbors of refuge 
from Port Huron, Mich., at the southern end of Lake Huron to Alpena (Thunder 
Bay). 

Fiscal year 1959.—The $500,000 requested for fiscal year 1959 will be applied to: 


Cope construction of channels... .--- <2. 55-2. eee $80, 000 
Continue construction of breakwaters. ....2.....-.---22 2 338, 000 
nr went Ss. Od acon aca ouitencadcuaeunucseeawse 11, 900 
Supervision and administration.--.............--.---..----.------- 70, 100 

ee ee nc aii ein aennial Jaime 500, 000 


Non-Federal costs—The cost to local interests is $160,500 of which the cash 
contribution is $129,500 and lands and terminal facilities are $31,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation have been provided 
by the State waterways commission and were approved by the Assistant Secretary 
of the Army on March 22, 1948. The Michigan State Waterways Commission 
has provided the required cash contribution of $129,500. A harbor committee has 
been established at Harrisville to regulate the use of the harbor, and in conjunction 
with the State waterways commission, this committee is preparing preliminary 
plans for a public wharf, the furnishing of construction and maintenance easements, 
and release from damages. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,480,000 is an increase of $170,000 over the latest estimate ($1,310,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. $82,400 of the increase is attributable to price level rise. 
The balance of $88,000 is due to an inadequacy in the previous estimate for dredg- 
ing and to changes in the breakwater design. 





ee 


} 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 


























Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiseal 
- year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
River and Harbor Act, Mar. 2, 1945 
(H. Doc. 446, 78th Cong., 2d sess.) : 
Sirs pad4s-sapcaadeknatiecan EE Ba oh a ee ore $80, 000 $278, 000 
Dusebewibetns 532. ites ii ee SR GREOD itis 5 a 763, 000 327, 500 
Engiaeering and design Pe ee ot 42, 000 $26, 800 $3, 300 Ba SP Biteccnn tne 
Supervision and administration -_-__.._- 119, 000 1, 400 300 70, 100 47, 200 
Total applied cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers funds and non-Federal 
SOND oni site nnn caeknenase 1, 609, 500 28, 200 3, 600 925, 000 652, 700 
Undistributed cost__.__._- None None None None None 
Total project cost (C orps ‘of Engineers 
funds and non-Federal contribution) -- 1, 609, 500 28, 200 3, 600 925, 000 652, 700 
Pending adjustments. -__-. a Fh back ebia bacdsabeha Sheed a Rides ~tabRiewdehed inadbdaasaced 
Total cost (Corps of Engineers funds and 
non-Federal contribution) -............_- 1, 609, 500 28, 200 3, 600 925, 000 652, 7 
Federal funds: 
Total applied cost... ......-..........- 1, 480, 000 28, 200 3, 600 850, 000 598, 200 
Undistributed cost... .................. None None None None None 
Total project cost_..... senintlieeaicteaie’ 1, 480, 000 8, 200 3, 600 850, 000 598, 200 
Pending adjustments... ocbeeksons Wa dacichd pitt <iBecndihbnstneesgadbane aad seats telah 
¥; {| Speyer ..| 1,480,000 28, 200 3, 600 850, 000 598, 200 
IE PONNS QIOIEE. ci wkieciccanctcteansnccbiiveguesscasteesiiaanaies 350, 000 PEROT Naccunsae<ame 
Sete CR dita nnd jacictnnvacklbvnsieebets 28, 200 353, 600 500, 000 598, 200 
Non-Federal contribution: on 
co. UU Se ee SID, FOO Foi eniscsduclacetengssdvs 75, 000 54, 500 
Undistributed cost........-- é None None None None None 
Total project onst.............. BR BO bin ticc ccc ccs hscwttwosaess 75, 000 54, 500 
PG BINIEE  oocinin cn dd ndings fadienseacas Aceeckaaskaks pdatundestallpancsttecsagbmmacseune 
NE GUE isos can eaatatacgoacas eae TT: SOI b cecinittirwvnnd ie tebacssd 75, 000 54, 500 
URIVONOE OP ONNO Gs 50 oor eich candi bese tenkce sc tebadcbveendsuucchickd ab aateceters 
OTE CE ooiiiniiniciphencinnpaellicnmsunibeed dinitiaihsdeae ii ame maeeh 75, 000 54, 500 
METHOD OF FINANCING : eat Ps 
PoGvat GROG. 55. cin cin dnc chat ccntinnbh el aiwiasscacaieeentueuielphemiiinins een aeebena eee 
DTN ia tsi ainsi data tenant 281, 800 SEMIS Seewtiedndnsoloacestupenan 
Permanent, Wemee.. 2 on 55165 ids esaddddan bn cdadddsendt dis bbetesiadshthnedeblaestestidsusmadanas 
Unobligated carryover, prior year.....}........-...|----.--....- PE  DungnctdedwRal ants jake 
Total funds available for obligation _.|............|......---..- Ses BBD Fan ncn ccna sft spboens 
IE DO an inc ctinnnecddnvons ican sdhionddistietveawentladsakiern dnc’ 500, 000 598, 200 
Non-Federal funds: 
UNS UIIIN. occbcwe nccdnsconcceesapbcoceaeones CIGD Fie hein dee secaskuee 
Finn cic cecncsncsscnsnansccsst]scecsenntesalnnceunsa ccs seaamiil tine. aie iedekeial sie 
Unobligated carryover, prior year. ....|....---..---|------------ 129, 500 129, 500 54, 500 
Total funds available for obligation. -.}...........- 129, 500 Se Naan nd dened ddd dece, 
Comes TE RS FO OG sono nce posing dcclenbbsnaccudshtbosenicesclighesequtedgl=saasneepuaslibveas debaiin 
SLOWDOWN 


Mr. Cannon. Funds for this project were appropriated in the 1957 
bill and you were questioned last year about such a simple project 
not having been started. Now the justifications indicate it still 
had not been started on January 1 of this year. 

That is a very small project comparatively speaking. What is 
the occasion for failing to get this little project on the road? 

General Rumacat. Again this is one of those which was delayed 
in the slowup, Mr. Cannon. We changed the plans, as you know. 
We discussed this in hearings last year, whether we would have a 
steel or rubber mound. We settled on the rubber mound. 

We have advertised for bids and we expect to award the contract 
on May 15. 
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Mr. Cannon. You attribute part of the increased cost to “an in- 
adequacy in the previous estimate for dredging”’ but the justifications 
also indicate that you expect to dredge an area of only 13 acres whereas 
last year’s cost estimate was based on 16 acres. 

There seems to be some contradiction there, General Rumaggi. 

General Rumaaar, Yes, sir; I imagine there is. 

Mr. Cannon. How would you explain that? 

General Rumacar. The inadequacy was the pricing which we gave 
before on the healer rand quality of the digging. We think it will 
be more expensive digging than we thought it would be last year. 

Mr. Cannon. I wish you would carefully consider that response 
when your transcript comes to you. 

Genera] Rumacat. All right, sir. 

(The information requested follows:) 

The area of the harbor basin shown on the justification sheet submitted in 


support of the fiscal year 1958 budzet was 16 acres. Our present justification 


data shows an area of 13 acres in accordance with our final design studies and the 
authoriziny document. 


The Federal cost estimate reported to the committee last year was prepared 
prior to the preliminary design studies and was based on the document area of 
13 acres. The increase in our dredging estimate is accounted for by the higher 
unit prices now prevailing in the area and the character of material determined in 
our final design studies. 


Mr. Cannon. Questions on this item, Harrisville Harbor? 


STATUS OF FUNDS 


Mr. Fenton. This is the second year that money has been requested 
and appropriated. Yet construction has not started. You have a 
large carryover. How much do you have? 

Mr. Cannon. On the 30th of June we will have $221,600 unexpended 
and $101,600 unobligated, but we will award the contracts in May for 
the entire project. 

Mr. Fenton. Why should more money be appropriated? 

General Rumaaer. We are going ahead with the work this year to 
finish up. 

Mr. Fenton. Under the circumstances a request for increase in 


funds for fiscal 1959 over the original request seems to be rather out 
of order, do you not think? 


General Rumacat. We think we can spend it, sir. 


Mr. Fenton. You think you are justified in asking for this? 
General Rumaaat. Yes, sir. 


MANISTIQUE HARBOR, MICH. 

Mr. Cannon. On the Manistique Harbor, Mich., insert 34-a 
through 37. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 


(NAVIGATION) 
MANISTIQUE Harpor, Micu. 
(Continuing) 
EY CII ace et ri Bas ol 5, ae, hain Sinks oh hd wid dbus reo eel bem $338, 000 
I ee te 338, 000 


Increase in budget estimate 





= 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 








1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue and complete construction of channels. - ---.--~-- sau $309, 400 $297, 400 —$12, 000 
Engineering and design - -- deta ieiiged biti andadiia abana 0 4, 400 4, 400 
Supervision and administration. palemiiamaieaies iad 28, 600 36, 200 7, 600 
BE ih 5 icin cb hin dhbeabddedecdcahaoors da sebaleeane 338, 000 338, 000 0 


Channels: 
Reet. 6d. i Jou gk eee eli oe 
Revised estimate __-____- 


sie JES. Sonate October 1958. 
iv iaiadvilbu duane Do. 


Location.—Manistique Harbor, Mich., is located on the north shore of Lake 
Michigan, about 135 miles northe: asterly from Green Bay Harbor, Wis., and 220 
miles northerly from Milwaukee Harbor, Wis. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— 1.56 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| | Accumulated 
| | percent of 

| Amount | estimated 

| Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost -- . SOs icine ciipeecgcteeecicimas 
Estimated non-Federal cost... | resides inn win 
Total estimated project cost - _- : eer siniicoans 488, 000 Gis eanapeioeti 
Appropriation to June 30, 1957 0 Gc ahieds 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1958 _ _ _- BUUREN Liévas~encdinbadas 
Appropriations to date - - ; | 150, 000 3 

Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1959 ; 338, 000 | 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959- _ -- : cal Oa: 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels. —Deepen existing channel to 19 feet from that depth in Lake Michigan 
to 300 feet shoreward from the harbor entrance. Deepen to 18 feet the remainder 
of the channel and basin to 500 feet lakeward from the upper dredging limit, 
without change in the upper 500 feet of the existing project. 

Status (January 1, 1958): Not started 

Completion schedule: October 31, 1958 


JUSTIFICATION 


Present depths at Manistique Harbor are inadequate to serve existing and 
prospective commerce with safety and economy. Ledge rock and fragments 
dislodged by anchors have caused damages to vessels delivering coal to the harbor, 
and, because of the hazards, vessel operators are reluctant to enter the harbor and 
now charge a premium above prevailing rates for similar service at other ports. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The $338,000 requested for fiscal year 1959 will be used for 
dredging and will complete the project. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, MANISTIQUE HARBOR 


Two stone-filled piling and timber-crib breakwaters capped with concrete 
superstructure with a total length of 3,224 feet were constructed, and a channel 
18 feet deep, except where rock was encountered at less depth, was dredged at a 
cost of $307,000. 







































semen re eT ST Ta 









































416 


REMAINING (AUTHORIZED) MODIFICATIONS, MANISTIQUE HARBOR 


None. 


Non-Federal cost—Prior to adoption of the Federal project, local interests con- 
structed 2 parallel slab piers, 350 feet apart and each about 1,600 feet long, and 
dredged a channel between them to a depth of 9 feet, at a cost of about $20,000. 
Existing private structures and necessary lands for the breakwater construction 
were furnished by local interests. The cost thereof is unknown. Local interests 
have also constructed terminal and transfer facilities, the cost of which is unknown. 

Status of local cooperation —Assurances were furnished by the Michigan State 
Waterways Commission on April 17, 1957, that they would hold and save the 
United States free from damages resulting from the initial dredging and rock 
removal, and those assurances were accepted on May 3, 1957. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$488,000 is an increase of $26,000 over the latest estimate ($462,000) submitted 
to Congress, and is due primarily to price-level rise. 





Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


| | Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature | Project cost} June 30, fisca] year cal year | complete 
estimate | 1957 | 1958 1959 | after fiscal 
| year 1959 

()) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 








River and Harbor Act, May 17, 1950 (H. 
Doe. 721, 80th Cong., 2d sess.): | 














I a Be gene incase ewes of OO =a $90,000 | $339, 400 
Engineering and design...............- | i} ) Saree Fh IO) bee wcsee nein sews suns 
Supervision and administration - -.---.- 37,400 |_... oe 8, 800 | 28, 600 5 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | | 
ee ae caieweee -| 488, 000 iianceeel 120, 000 Beee Pees ccat 
Undistributed cost: None. 
ay ae | } —_ 
Total project cost (Federal funds | 
ne ae 488,000 |......-- 120, 000 | 906, 000 ]............ 
III oe enc raleccectnwut cculewouu Sixty tipsters SSSA i iodhebe kes Nedeesetcdsas 
Total cost (Federal funds only) --.-_- 488, 000 | iad 120, 000 BEE Bondnencdacen 
ee ccm elandonxanieen TNT Sed ac bn seo eat be cos eee ee Se 
NS A i ek eT a Pie te 8 120, 000 | 368, 000 | Bakitieeks . 
. | = | —- — = = 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
| | | 
se oP ne | IR: SR ae 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956.....|_.......____}_---.-._.___- Deere. sit eae ES 
Unobligated carryover, prior year_-.......|.....-_..-.- atid eo ae Pray 30, 000 





Total funds available for obligation__ im | 








Appropriation required 





Mr. Cannon. This is one of the projects added by the Senate last 
year after the bill passed the House. The project was authorized 8 
years ago, however. Why has the corps not requested funds for this 
project? 

General Rumaaat. You mean before the Senate- 

Mr. Cannon. When you came before the House, you did not ask 
for funds. The Senate, of its own accord, inserted this item and 
called our attention to the fact it had been authorized 8 years ago, 
but the corps had shown no interest in it. What is the reason the 
corps had not requested funds for it prior to this time? 

Colonel Nauman. This project certainly was considered, sir, but 


within the framework of the budget it could not be recommended at 
the time. 
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Mr. Cannon. You did not consider it of sufficient importance or of 
sufficient relative importance, and you gave priority to other needs 
at the time? 

Colonel Nauman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Has the project been started? 

General Rumaaat. It has not yet been started, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. When do you expect to start it, if at all? 


General Rumaaai. We expect to award a contract on the 16th of 
June of this year. 


Mr. Evrns. Is this a small-boat harbor? 

General Rumaaar. No: it is not. 

Mr. Evins. It is for safety for navigation and commerce? 

General Rumaaer. For safety and commerce. 

Mr. Evins. This is one of a chain of how many harbors on that 
Lake Michigan shore? 

Colonel Nauman. This is not one of the chain. This is a com- 
mercial harbor and the improvement was authorized based on com- 
mercial use only, sir. 

Mr. Evins. I think this committee is concerned, when the money 
is appropriated, that it will not be wasted or frittered away by per- 
sonnel and by contractors, but that the job will get done on all of 
these projects. We have been concerned with the delay. 

General Rumaaar. This is another one which was caught in the 
slowup and stretchout, Mr. Evins. 


PORT AUSTIN HARBOR, MICH. 


Mr. Cannon. The Port Austin Harbor, Mich. Insert pages 38—a 
through 43. 


(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


Port Austin Harpor, Micn. 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate a api _. $613, 000 
Revised estimate ine 613, 000 
Increase in budget estimate 


The increase will be applied as follows: 























1959 budget | Revised F Increase 
estimate 
IT aah caer ol 
Continue and complete dredging work-- | $236, 000 | $236, 000 0 
Continue and complete breakwater construction 310, 200 | 306, 300 —$3, 900 
Supervision and administration.-_ - --- sant 66, 800 | 70, 700 3, 900 
Total : ; 613, 000 | 613, 000 0 
Revised completion schedule 
as panctade oe - 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
Entire project. tees sulle ‘ Deeember 1958 __ November 1958. 
Channels ..do ; Do. 


Breakwater - Seale November 1958..__| Do. 
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Location.—Port Austin Harbor, Mich., is located on the west side of the tip 
of the “thumb’’ of Michigan, at the extreme eastern limit of Saginaw Bay, about 


29 miles from Harbor Be: wch, 30 miles from Oscoda (AuSable River), and 30 
miles from Point Lookout. 


Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio——Benefits are based on considerations of safety for naviga- 
tion. Conditions are such as to make impracticable a firm monetary evaluation 
of the benefits. 


Summarized financial data 





| Accumulated 

percent of 

estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 








Estimated Federal cost: 
TS IN, Bohn oc ceed abe cuca debsoomiesdbe cia Spidtewae $1, 250, 000 
U. 8S. Coast Guard_-...........- ; 









sh dst aclhlalligrny ode apaeeaiehceliian -| 4, 500 
Estimated non-Federal cost  cpadnut duced vexkataen ae 194, 000 
Cash contributions 172, 100 
Other costs _-__- 21,900 |__-. 
Total estimated project cost______- Suugeterthe liga gaa PL ait ee 1, 448, 500 | f 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957____............-.--- ada eee Sahacssl 637, 000 I" . ; 2 
I SN I RN OS os oc ei nna ceendadidscswcacmaamcel 0 | breckwaas ‘ 
Appropriations to date_____- satel dhe a ee <i celal 637, 000 51 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_...._.--_..-__- eda aens 613, 000 100 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_- 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Dredge entrance channel to 12-foot depth. Dredge harbor basin 10 
feet deep over an area of about 14 acres. 
Breakwater: 1,931 feet long. 
Status (January 1, 1958): 
Construction not started. 
Steel sheet piling has been delivered. 
Completion schedule: 
Channels: December 1958. 
Breakwater: November 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Port Austin Harbor is one of a chain of harbors of refuge on the Great Lakes 
for light draft vessels. When compieted, the harbors in this chain will be at 
intervals of 25 to 30 miles around the United States shoreline of the Great Lakes, 
Port Austin Harbor is located in a strategie position for use as a refuge since it is 
on the tip of land at the mouth of Saginaw Bay where it joins Lake Huron. The 

earest harbors at present are at Oscoda, 30 miles away across Saginaw Bay, and 
Harbor Beach, 29 miles down the Lake Huron shoreline. Port Austin Harbor 
will be a welcome haven during storm periods for the vessels operating in the vast 
area of exposed waters at the junction of Saginaw Bay and Lake Huron. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount will be applied to: 


Continue and complete dredging work. bvlaascetatidta aie ae _.. $236, 000 
Continue and complete breakwater construction____._-------- <a> OOo 
er emnt MiiCE SHHIMUENEEAUION. 8 8 ie ee een asewens bias 66, 800 


i Sepa SMS w die ed oe Shiba Scncae Saute ee pi ned alain 613, 000 


The requested amount will complete the project. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation is $194,000. This cost to local interest consists of a 

eash contribution of $172,100, and construction of terminals estimated at $21,900. 

In addition, local inte rests have built 2 jetties consisting of rock-filled timber 
cribs, extending about 250 feet on the east side and 200 feet on the west side of the 
outlet of Bird Creek, the cost of which is not available. 

Status of local cooperation.—All local cooperation has been complied with 
including a cash contribution of $172,100 and a suitable wharf that was completed 
in August 1955. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,250,000 is a decrease of $100,000 from the latest estimate ($1,350,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The decrease in cost is a net change resulting from a reduc- 
tion due to design changes and an increase due to price level rise. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Feature 


(1) 








Rivers and Harbors Act, Mar. 2, 1945 (H. 
D. 446/78/2): 
a Te cins AsmOsnNeese ingens 
SN ciin unin ctnebinsicbanwmnneda 
Engineering and design - 
Supervision and administration _ 


Total applied cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers funds and non-Federal con- 
tribution) - isn celal ah lianas 

Undistributed cost, een. ooo. ieee 


Total project cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers funds and non-Federal con- 
Pe ecu ieclinw 

Pending adjustments.-..................-. 


Total cost (Corps of Engineers funds 
and non-Federal contribution) -_--- 


FEDERAL FUNDS 


Se GUNEIOW GONE «non ncacunscacecuess- 
Undistributed cost, none..._---------_-- 


yo aa eee 


Pending adjustments... ............-.-.--- ; 


Total cost... -- 
Undelivered orders - 


Total obligations-_ 


NON-FEDERAL FUNDS 
EE MIEN Te dca iuiiccakubicaintonsains 
Undistributed cost, none...........-...-- 


Total project cost 
Pending adjustments-__.............. es 


TR edd a ccs Bien dS 
Undelivered orders 


Total ottigations. .....s0iesccandcccus 
METHOD OF FINANCING 


Corps of Engineers funds: 
RI OGIIIAI. 0 ois cn cciecenscscee tien 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956. 
Unobligated carryover, from prior year- 


Total funds available for obligation _. 
Appropriation required...........-...-...- 
Non-Federal funds: 

CIID cnnwcitteoticnandsbame ae 
EE on brcteanccave andere iaiedaiaics 
Unobligated carryover, prior year 


Total funds available for obligation _. 


Contribution required 







































































Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 
Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(2) (3) (4) (6) 
$338,000 |......... | ides $338, 000 |.......-...- 
937, 300 a = = —h 413, 000 lnsctuiuiinndinhineal 
| 48, 000 $38, 100 | 9, 900 |..._- Deana caida 
98, 800 2, 600 | 29, 400 66, 800 
Fs ‘a | eae 
1, 422, 100 40, 700 563, 600 817, 800 |..._.- 
| 
1, 422, 100 40, 700 563, 600 817, 800 Lecden aad 
S shiuidiniesikaat Lnat tata thea satagagians fe aa 
1, 422, 100 40,700 | 563,600 | 817, 800 |... Cm 
SS oO ————=_[|_—«S——————S_ sE—eE=——————— 
| 1,250,000 14, 200 485, 300 SP Veniiimncninccrmeti 
1, 250, 000 14, 200 485, 300 750, 500 cine abides 
See ates Skeet keen ee ee ae tein Saadiobes 
1, 250, 000 14, 200 485, 300 750, 500 piateehatat-taees 
Siniade 284, 900 —147, 900 OOO Incecnncmuioe 
sacoaaanaeeaieiad a ethan tana nea 
EOS: 299, 100 337, 400 css 
"a —————— ———————— — | —— | —— ——— > —————————————— 
| 172, 100 26, 500 78, 300 Deg O Lcisaahiapiinsws 
eeronoreres Seccisnomme net Sa Seeeiiceaehieeametnes ~sntinlnameaieameaiand 
172, 100 26, 500 78, 300 DONE Cilicnobondnan 
172, 100 26, 500 78, 300° FL ee ene 
— wenshet nat eS earner eran arrears 
SB ciaberk Atlan 26, 500 78, 300 G01 el 
Sic beh dand Ge a dbtccnccbiasscenicceslcekaenacss 
sieaieienaiinieate wecnececcene] 800,400 Schataeleaa i cacetadediad 
ae Be | 337, 400 is Eee iad 
|------------ chek as egihsidankst tii: decal 8 









Mr. Cannon. There was no appropriation for this project for the 


fiscal year 1958. 
of this year. 


Construction had not been started as of January 1 
Technically you might consider this a continuing project 


but really for practical purposes it would be a new start, would it not? 


No 


General Rumaaat. 


oO, sir. 


We had enough money to continue on 


with our studies and we didn’t need any money last year in view of the 


status of the plans. 


Mr. Cannon. It is continuing? 
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General Rumaaer. We were waiting for steel, too, last year, which 
was delivered in November. ; 
We awarded on the 9th of April. 


SAGINAW RIVER, MICH. 


Mr. Cannon. Saginaw, Mich., insert 44—a through 47. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


Sacinaw River, Mica. 


(Continuing) 
hos 6 is cmv cobras quand th ca SS Aiaaein hie abt dilias AA wisinn ms we $800, 000 
I od ka cere a CRN eae busines 800, 000 
Benes BNtNINGS SSS. so oh Sa sd prewewedciccuwesdun se 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 























7 7 
| 1959 budget | Revised Increase 
| estimate 
el 
Continue construction of new entrance channel. - --- ee 719, 000 $725, 000 $6, 000 
Supervision and administration... -__- Sac She ane 81, 000 75, 000 —6, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
7 ca pane 
| 1959 budget | Revised estimate 
| | é = 
aE nite ctrcnren seed Sikiiniiinecinhhhe lee June 1961__........| December 1960. 
lee rn, ane ra hbnb acgheeeo ween June 1962.......... June 1962. 


Location.—Saginaw River is formed by the union of the Tittabawassee and 
Shiawassee Rivers, is about 22 miles long and flows in a northerly direction from 
Saginaw, Mich. to its outlet in Saginaw Bay, Lake Huron. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.48 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 








7 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost: 
REESE EE OE Spain ommbie mppcaael Up ENED Lesensasicescccca 
i ee eg. Co cawcscentsaneisbebepessepecisuendees Re ahs cts awecan 
icra cnctiabesdnddudcecebbesreswioeicecesasceunt >: GUIPWUS [sasscvcccceccens 
a ll ee eri eaiatnanaphine is. 
ee inaccein queen nbbse seaman rile DE Dvitcncknvascnes 
or winincidas conde enensunndinabetedsncosenscce 6 W6 OO}... .....-....-.. 
DRRREIIIIEE 00 SURO GD, 1GTT £5 nn. 5b isos cncccncesscccewesccesecsceses EN Biidenahacdeidanee 
NE REINS FONE BO Rvcicctnse apes cccnccsec cssncecescesecccece 405, 000 |... i ileal 
I CIO oro nc Raters coco ce cckebessseceecoqewesveesesivce 455, 000 8 
oe 2d 2g snp requested for fiscal year 1959. ............-..........--...-- 800, 000 21 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959-_......-....---.------------------ | 4,786,000 //......... 





eee 















0 
0 


o!l3ss 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Dredge new entrance channel 24 feet deep, 350 feet wide. Deepen ex- 
isting river channels; 24 feet deep from mouth of river to Detroit & Mackinac 
Railway bridge, 22 feet deep from Detroit & Mackinac Railway bridge to Sixth 
Street in Saginaw. 

Turning basins: Dredge turning basins to 20 feet; Carrollton turning basin about 
4 acres, Essexville turning basin about 11.5 acres. 

Status (January 1, 1958): Not started. 


Completion schedule: 
Eatranes chennel. ¢- .. —ucedcaus adttple caccecacuiens sees June 1961 
River ‘channels... ~~ Sonne w $ dee a lean ee June 1962 


JUSTIFICATION 


The continued expansion of industry in the Saginaw Valley, accompanied by 
further enlargement of steam powerplants, results in the need for increasing 
transportation facilities. Deepening of present channels and construction of 
additional mooring and turning basins will open the hargor to the larger boats 
now plying the Great Lakes; will allow operators to load vessels to full draft; 
and will reduce damages due to groundings. Large savings in transportation 
costs and increased ease and safety to navigation will result. The annual com- 
merce for the Saginaw River, consisting mainly of coal, stone, petroleum products 
and pig iron for the past 10 years has averaged about 3,640,000 tons. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The $800,000 requested for fiscal year 1959 will be applied 


to— 
Continue construction of new entrance channel__.._......-.---- _._. $719, 000 
Supervision and adminigtravot........ 64s 40k suns keene 6 an 81, 000 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


Under the 1910, 1930, 1937, and 1938 River and Harbor Acts, the river has 
been dredged to present depths of 20 tnd 21 feet to the mouth and 21 feet in the 
bay at an estimated cost of $2,082,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATIONS 

None. 

Non-Federal cost.—The cost to local interests is $946,000 of which $34,000 is 
for land and easements and $912,000 for alterations to existing utilities and bridges. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Michigan State Waterways Commission has 
stated in a letter dated January 3, 1957, that it has the legal authority and is 
willing to consider furnishing the required assurance of local cooperation. Nego- 
tiations are in progress and compliance with the requirements is expected prior 
to initiation of construction, presently scheduled for award June 15, 1958. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$5,990,000 is an increase of $310,000 over the latest estimate ($5,680,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The increase is due primarily to price level rise. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis- Balance to 

















Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 |) =1958)S |S 1959 after fiscal 

| | year 1959 

(1) | @ | @ ” | © (6) 
oe —_—__—_———_|— jn 
River and Harbor Act, Sept. 3, 1954 | | 
(H. Doc, 500, 83d Cong., 2d sess): | | 
Channels -_-_- es ae | 5, 512, 000 |....- ais : | 1,094, 000 4, 418, 000 
Engineering and design vance eee) 74, 000 34, 600 | 38, 400 bi. 1, 000 
Supervision and administration _ _- 404, 000 | 2, 200 4, 800 81, 000 316, 000 
Total applied cost (Corps | of Engi- | 

neers funds “> eee | 5, 990,000 | 36, 800 43, 200 1, 175, 000 4, 735, 000 

Undistributed cost _ a None None | None None None 








neers funds only) --- 


| 
Pending adjustments._-___- 


5, 990, 000 36, 800 43, 200 1, 175, 000 4, 735, 000 
| | - 


Total project cost (Corps of Engi- 
- « @ ~+! 
| 


Total cost (Corps of reer funds | | 


only) - . “~ aot De 990, 000 | 36, 800 43,200 | 1,175, 000 4, 735, 000 
Undelivered orders.___-____._.__- fa 











; | 245,000 | —245, 000 
patrcataaintianint Nien ptbiapemendiatsanes Iti inguin 
Total obligations. ___.__.__. .| aS 36,800 | 288,200 | —_ 930, 000 4, 735, 00 
METHOD OF FINANCING Poesy | FL) Beast Pet To. yr id ice 
| 

Appropriations_.__......- | 50,000 | 405, 000 | 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956. | | 
Unobligated carryover, prior year | ; 13, 200 | 130, 000 

Total funds available for obligation _| | 418, 200 | 


Appropriation required_- : Sebtistiienia heed | 800, 000 | 4, 735, 000 
| | | | 


Mr. Cannon. The justifications state this project also had not been 
started as of January 1. What is the current status? 


DELAY IN LOCAL COOPERATION 


General Rumaaai. Current status, sir, is that we are waiting on 
finalization of local cooperation. 

Mr. Cannon. Why the delay in getting local cooperation? 

General Rumaaar. The locality was not willing to save us from 
damages which might possibly happen to the Detroit & Mackinac 
railroad bridge, so now the Michigan State Waterways Commission 
is considering their ability to assume that responsibility. 

Mr. Cannon. That situation is not yet been cleared up? 

General Rumaaat. I have it from Mr. Keith Wilson, Secretary of 
the Waterways Commission, that he expects momentarily authority 
from the Governor to assume this responsibility so that the work may 
proceed. 

Mr. Cannon. In the event it is not cleared up and in event you 
do not get action on the part of the Governor, you would not need 
money this year for this purpose. 

General Rumaaer. That is correct, sir. 

Might I qualify that and say if the requirements for local coopera- 
tion are not met we would not be able to proceed. 

Mr. Cannon. When would you have definite information on that? 

General Rumaaar. Mr. Wilson asked me to wait until the 8th of 
May, some 3 weeks hence. 

Mr. Cannon. If no action were taken on the 8th of May you 
would not require the money? 
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General Rumacer. Might I not be categorically held to that, sir. 
I don’t know if there might be other ways to meet local cooperation. 
This may not be the only avenue of escape to take care of local 
interests. 

Mr. Cannon. Could we have notice on the 8th of May? 

General Rumaaeat. We will see that it is passed on here, sir. 


SLOWDOWN 


Mr. Cannon. Last year the completion schedule was December 
1960 for the entrance channel and December 1961 for the river 
channels. You are maintaining the same schedule for the entrance 
channel but do not plan to finish the river channels until June 1962. 
Why are they being delayed? 

General Rumacer. We have postponed that of our own volition 
so we may get the advantage of bids from the contractor on the outer 
section. He will be on the spot and will have opportunity to bid 
more sharply. 

AVAILABILITY OF DREDGES 


Mr. Evins. I suppose there are plenty of dredging companies 
available for contracting these jobs. There is a lot of dredging going 
on throughout the St. Lawrence seaway. Are they all occupied or 
are many available? 

General Rumaaat. I believe we have competition, sir. 

Mr. Evins. How many men would a project like this put to work? 

General Rumaaer. In dredge crews 60 or 65, and appurtenant 
plant and Government people perhaps another 10. About 75 people 
will be employed. That is a quick guess. 

Mr. Evins. Also economists say for every 1 man employed in back 
of that, 5 more are put to work supporting them. 

General Rumaaar. I am not an economist, so I will not comment on 
that, sir. 

Mr. Evins. You would say this will employ about 75 people? 

General Rumaaat. I woullens so. 

Mr. Evins. And there are plenty of dredgers ready and willing to 
do the job? 

General Rumaaat. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. They are not all occupied? 

General Rumaaer. They are not, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Plenty of competent ones still seeking employment? 

General Rumaaat. Yes, sir. 


ST. MARYS RIVER, MICH. 


Mr. Cannon. St. Marys River. We will insert pages 48-a through 
52. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


Sr. Marys River, Micu. (IMPROVEMENT oF SoutH CANAL) 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate_-__-_-__- DEBOEL oi i feejlase Ui bss. eae idk $1, 200, 000 
Revised estimate _ _- 


Pig ee ites os a RE de ee 2, 000, 000 
Increase in budget estimate_ 














kcal adh etree arth Snqsrtne te Sat 800, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
soil ie reterekenes sieephagseneiom uae ———— TT 
1959 budget | Revised Increase 
| | estimate 
Continuing construction of lift bridge- 3 apie eh $1, 149, 000 $1, 914, 000 $765, 000 
Supervision and administration__- Anka _| 51,000 | 86,000 | 35, 000 
Wel eio.4s5-lLin.. seneeenneeesee----s-| 1,200,000 | 2,000, 000 | 800, 000 


| 





Revised completion schedule 








| 1959 budget | Revised estimate 


Entire project _____..._-- #3 nhl ....-| June 1961__........| June 1960. 
Construct lift bridge._.._____-_- J es : August 1960_..._- | September 1959. 
Remove bridge island - - ----- sa Pe al . a June 1961......-- + June 1960. 


Location.—The South Canal, upper St. Marys River, Mich., is the upper ap- 
proach to the MacArthur and Poe locks. 


Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act and Public Law 663, 84th Congress. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—Justification is based on considerations of safety for navi- 
gation. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 
Selecta eccinicsicaap haiti peeascosioe ° alas Ieee lame bnssinodabenl 
ns SEE DO Jo to Se eee eh lk swe $5, 040, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost _ --._- paeeiie abiclnin ptileumitel adenine 257, 100 
Cash contribution -_--_--_-- Semeeoweaeae 








Other costs. _._- ao ossse aa Sonic abintbentnt eas : | 
a i pin nprtnnaiinepiicemicll qilhinan 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957--_._--- ‘ : batt oneal 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_- - -_-- aaa celia ih eae J 390, 000 
Appropriations to date _.._---.- noo mits at ‘| 7 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_ pid jp aabbed nib dees | 1, 200, 000 | 39 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959___...-_.- 3, 071, 000 |__-- 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Relocations: Construct new lift bridge over South Canal. 
Channels: Remove bridge island. 
Status (January 1, 1958): Construction: Not started. 
Completion schedule: 

Remove bridge island: June 1961. 

Construct lift bridge: August 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The channels and locks in the St. Marys River are a part of the connecting 
channels of the Great Lakes, which permit deep-draft commerce between the 
upper and lower lakes. The annual commerce for the St. Marys River has aver- 
aged about 107 million tons in the past 10 years, and consisted largely of iron ore, 
coal, stone, and grain. The free and continuous movement of these commodities 
is essential to the Nation’s defense and economy. Of prime importance is the 
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South Canal, which is the upper approach to the MacArthur and Poe locks. This 
canal is crossed by a movable swing span which pivots on bridge island. This 
island divides the South Canal, which is 288 feet wide at this point, into 2 
channels, 107 feet and 101 feet wide. Maneuvering is difficult, due to cross cur- 
rents at the intake of the adjacent Carbide Power Co. power canal and the small 
clearance at the island. Currents set up by filling of the MacArthur and Poe 
locks and northwesterly winds make passage more hazardous. The upper approach 
to the MacArthur and Poe locks could be blocked by a vessel sinking after striking 
Bridge Island, thus preventing the loaded downbound passage of the larger ves- 
sels, as only the MacArthur lock has adequate depth over the sills to handle such 
vessels loaded to maximum permissible draft. The improvement of South Canal 
is necessary to provide increased safety for navigation. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The $1,200,000 requested for fiscal year 1959 will be applied 
to: 


Continuing construction of lift bridge... .........2......6........ $1, 149, 000 
SPECT VISIONL GENCE CCASTIERIOR GEN a ae eae 51, 000 
Oth. 5 oie dt cs nk ie a es ee owe eee 1, 200, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—The estimated cost to the bridge owner for the reconstruc- 
tion of the bridge over the South Canal is $257,100. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local cooperation is not involved. Under Public 
Law 663, approved July 9, 1956, however, the Secretary of the Army is authorized 
to accomplish alteration of the existing swing bridge under an agreement with 
the bridge owners. Negotiations with the bridge company on the agreement and 
apportionment of cost have been completed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$5,040,000 is an increase of $1,055,000 over the latest estimate ($3,985,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress due to a price-level rise of $181,800 and an increase of $873,200, 
based on bids received for reconstruction of the lift bridge. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Froject cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 





River and Harbor Act, Mar. 2, 1945 (H. 
Doce. 679/78/2): : 
Channels (removal of bridge island)-...| $1, 202, 500 hg) Re SA 

















Engineering and design..............-- 9, 000 SP Cab hisactaccloweisedod 18, 700 
Supervision and administration - ----_- 98, 500 DE Enind cimandnuainnianeend 97, 500 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
Ge itditig si dckinciehenchesenaee 1, 320, 000 MI linn nckine ica ctepe dogiencise niet 1, 315, 500 
Public Law 663, 84th Cong., 2d sess.: ° wi 
Bridge alterations (new lift bridge)....| 3,819, 800 32, 500 $487, 000 | $1, 338, 000 1, 961, 500 
Supervision and administration _ ------ 157, 300 12, 700 18, 600 51, 000 75, 000 
Total applied cost...................| 3,977,100 45, 200 506,400 | 1,389, 000 2, 036, 500 
Federal share of costs..................| 3,720,000 40, 100 474,200 | 1,300,000 1, 905, 700 
Non-Federal share of costs.._-_-....-- 257, 100 5, 100 32, 200 89, 000 130, 800 
Total project cost, St. Marys River a) 
(Federal funds only)_..........-...| 5,040,000 44, 600 474,200 | 1,300,000 3, 221, 200 
Total cost (Federal funds only)......| 5,040, 000 44, 600 474, 200 | 1,300, 000 3, 221, 200 
IEE UON OIE IN ara cnis civcign i ag Deieietewas beliaanae 330,500 | —270, 500 90, 000 —150, 000 
URE GS Aancccekges~igs-te needed 375, 100 203,700 | 1,390, 000 3, 071, 200 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds: 
DI nck ince Figertbhpindindinn en ngdae digi 378, 800 SEG Botn sceitinndelbendeepsaiee 
Unobligated carryover from prior year-|_...........|-.......---- 3, 700 SOU GE bdo ckks. 
Total funds available for obligation. _|_...........|......-.---- IS Be ctrtnrentcietoanicedatak 
Appreriatienl TOGO aie nks Lin cokk sesh oe sedis olin leo db en 1, 200, 000 3, 071, 200 





NorTe.— Undistributed cost, none, 


| 
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STATUS OF PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. Last year you told the committee the bids for the 
bridge were out and would be opened on May 9, 1957. This year you 
say the project had not been started on January 1. What went amiss? 

General Rumaacar. We did start in January, Mr. Cannon. 

Mr. Cannon. Your justifications do not show that. 

General Rumagar. The justifications did not catch it. 

Mr. Cannon. You did start? 

General Rumaaaet. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. There was still delay of almost a year. What was 
the occasion for that delay? 


BIDS COMPARED TO ESTIMATE 


General Rumaaai. We advertised twice for that bridge, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You could not get bids? 

General Rumacci. We finally did. We opened bids on the 9th of 
May, rejected those, advertised again on the 2d of August, and 
awarded on the bids received at that opening. 

Mr. Cannon. That might also account for the fact that the Federal 
cost has gone up. There has been a huge increase in the Federal cost 
here. Last year it was submitted at $3,985,000. This year it is 
$5,040,000. Have you had any competition on that? 

General Rumacer. We had the American Bridge Co., Allied Struc- 
tural Steel Co., John F. Beasley, and the Kansas City Bridge Co. all 
bidding on that job, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How is it our own engineers fell down on their 
estimates? 

General Rumaacar. I think they failed to appreciate the difficulty 
of working at Sault Ste, Marie. That is rigorous climate. Many, 
many things can go wrong and they can lose a lot of time. 

Mr. Cannon. There is a wide margin for contingencies? 

General Rumagat. Contingencies in our estimate now are $277,700. 

Mr. Cannon. When you speak of the difficulties attendant there, is 
it climate? 

General Rumacat. Difficulties to the contractor, the difficulties 
that the contractor would encounter. The contractor’s price is a 
firm price. 

COST CHANGES 


Mr. Cannon. On the contrary, on the non-Federal expenditure. 
you had a decrease? 

General Rumage1. That is right. 

Mr. Cannon. From 3-plus millions to 5-plus millions of Federal 
expenditure, but you dropped it from $295,000 to $257,100 on the 
non-Federal cost. You would think if one went up the other would 

O up. 

7 Gensel Rvumacai. This bridge is being built under the Truman- 
Hobbs Act principles. Of the 17 items bid only four affect the 
ultimate bridge owner. 

Mr. Cannon. Are all these bridges of structural steel? 

General Rumagar. Yes, sir. Of the four items which affect the 
owner, on which he pays part, three items were under the Government 


os 


——E 





ym 
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estimate. One was over. That accounts for the reduction in the 
cost to the bridge owner. 

Mr. Cannon. But not to the Federal Government. 

General Rumaaar. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. Is the full cost of the whole project $2 million? 

General Rumacear. What is that? 

Mr. Evins. Is it $2 million? 

General Rumacat. The entire project is $5,040,000. 


NAVIGATION OBSTACLE 


Mr. Evins. How large is this island? You are not only going to 
move the bridge but the island itself? 

General Rumagar. We are going to remove the island. That is 
why we are taking down the bridge. 

Mr. Evins. You are removing the bridges and then you will dig 
out the island? 

General Rumagar. That is correct. 

Mr. Evins. How long will that project take? 

General Rumacer. We will finish the island in June of 1960. 

Mr. Evins. Commerce goes around that island at the present time, 
does it not? 

General Rumaagar. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. But the main justification for it is safety. Is that right? 

General Rumaaat. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Safety is an important item, but if commerce can be 
carried on I don’t know about justifying it only on safety. 

General Rumaaar. I came by there last summer on the Humphrey, 
one of the 3 or 4 largest vessels there. I swear to you I didn’t know 
how she was going to get through the gap, but she did. However, 
we have had numerous strikings but luckily no groundings or no sink- 
ings. 

If we lose that throat we would be in a perilous situation on the 
lakes. 

Mr. Evins. How large is that island? 

General Rumacar. I will have to seale it roughly from the map, 
sir. I think it is about 1,000 feet long and 200 feet wide. 


APPLICATION OF TRUMAN-HOBBS ACT 


Mr. Fenron. How do you apply the Truman-Hobbs Act to this 
bridge? 

General Rumacar. Might I answer with some sort of prepared 
answer? Itis a very involved negotiation actually. The non-Federal 
portion of the total cost is composed largely of the value of the expired 
service life of the old bridge which varies little from year to year, 
the value of any special benefits to the bridge owner, such as increased 
carrying capacity in the new bridge, whereas the Federal portion or 
balance of it varies with the actual cost as against estimated cost. 


WHITEFISH POINT HARBOR, MICH. 


Mr. Cannon. The Whitefish Point Harbor, Mich. We will insert 
pages 53—a through 57. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AHD HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 
WuirterisH Pornt Harsor, Micu. 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate 














§ MOO = = a oo ine ewe ween eases se . $100, 000 
Revised estimate_________- Sie cai alia a ee Bs eae, ee 541, 000 
Sena eee eMaInAte. 2 be os ee ee 141, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget | Revised | Increase 
estimate 
Initiate and complete construction of channels_- = 0 | $152, 000 $152, 000 
Initiate and complete construction of breakwaters__...___- J $88, 000 | 345, 000 257, 000 
Engineering and design- aa en al 3, 400 | 900 —2, 500 
Supervision and administration... _- as wetpttiakeal 8, 600 43, 100 | 34, 500 
cde PER hsc aio eee nice onde DSi en Sea | 100, 000 | 541, 000 441, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
nies as a : 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
Entire project-_- an _ ae _...---| November 1959-___| June 1959. 
Channels a cnet OP. Stk eh Do. 
Breakwaters-.-- pie iti ; ; s éole nL | Do. 
| 


Location.—W hitefish Point Harbor, Mich., is located at the eastern end of Lake 
Superior ee 40 miles northeast of Sault Ste. Marie, Mich. 
Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.— 1.16 to 4 (exclusive of unevaluated benefits as a harbor of 
refuge for small craft). 
Summarized financial data 














aa Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
| estimated 
Feder al cost 
Estimated Federal cost: | 
Corps of Engineers..-.........-. dpe atiinidnededse pa dbbhbeeudésdpeeumens STIR lpetencice... = 
I Ad, nce tna he cabanas amine THO Clesieewedaseok 
IN sd 0p nninanalnuinendektbbebhtncueeendGedenkes 54 PORTO es 5 3 en 
Sy II oo nc cnntnguccoreserssneensncressnaneséccensaces OF Riese dna antirciuienes 
nie ancien aennntcnn basements minkianenuuenheawnwinnsion I Sih cniaanwuirinintt 
Se IDE NINN OUI. fos ins bintericire nd ddd tb ocipinapnnind sane esne | RT a a ink tate as 
I, BE iia cannuckunnbonaGsbmessetesenoshcoestion I Boiss caeecicocealia 
IIE OO SNE SOUND BOUNDS 66 caging oc nawmoncqucccsetecaicessmasecsse I Steaua tection 
ee, dace macbcbdsdebednminatbeneake 239, 000 31 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__........-..--...--.---.------ 100, 000 43 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959... ........-.........-...-....-... GEE OEP betnnatbehckote 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Dredge harbor basin 12 feet deep over an area of about 5 acres. 
Breakwaters: Extend north breakwater 586 feet; construct south breakwater, 
507 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 








Percent Completion 
schedule 
a ah Tu Sh Shh 45) cab oiddddoguabauosbbugsechbucdebubs 15 | Nov. 30, 1959. 
a Ee iis dis crn ww muesli pinebeip diese a cvcceee sadn hip iee iets 0 Do. 


G6 GA unebnnnc+ciescrecatonenannatvamicninassnih bebibeedaed 0 | Do. 
| | 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Whitefish Point Harbor, Mich., is one of a chain of harbors of refuge on the 
Great Lakes for light-draft vessels. When completed, the harbors in this chain 
will be at intervals of 25 to 30 miles around the United States shoreline of the 
Great Lakes. Whitefish Point Harbor is strategically located in that it is the 
first of such harbors west of Sault Ste. Marie, Mich., at the eastern end of Lake 
Superior. When completed, Whitefish Point Harbor will reduce the hazard to 
life and property for light draft vessels operating in Whitefish Bay and vicinity. 
Commerce for the p: ast 5 years consists of about 420 tons of fish annually. 


Fiscal year 1959.—The $100,000 requested for fiscal year 1959 will be applied 
as follows: 


Initiate breakwater construction __ 
Engineering and design— ‘ 
Supervision and admin istration _ 


Ath aerial je naw owas} Oe 
oe Sh iden 3, 400 
ie mt beatae 8, 600 


‘ act wk 2.2 us. Oe 

The above funds are required to initiate construction of the breakwaters to 
permit completion of the project as scheduled. 

Non-Federal costs —The cost to local interests is $35,000 of which $33,000 is 
for terminal construction and $2,000 for lands and easements. 

Status of local cooperation.— Assurances of local cooperation were furnished by 
the Michigan State Waterways Commission and were approved by the Assistant 
Secretary of the Army on March 22, 1948. No cash contribution by local interests 
is required. The Michigan State Waterways Commission has recently indicated 
readiness to proceed, when required, toward fulfillment of ‘local cooperation, 
including the construction of a public wharf, the forming of a local port com- 
mission and the furnishing of lands, easements and rights-of-way; and has indi- 
cated their desire to acquire for those purposes certain adjacent United States 
Coast Guard lands now in process of being declared excess for disposal. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate The current estimate of $780,000 is an 
increase of $71, 000 over the latest estimate ($709,000) submitted to Congress. 


The change is due to the price level rise and to a reanalysis of the estimate based 
on further design studies. 


Total 


Summary construction program (PB- a. a0 years 1958 and 1959 


| Total to Current | Budget fis- Balance to 
Feature Project cost; June 30 fiscal year | cal year | complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (4) (5) (6) 


River and Harbor Act Mar. 2, 1945 (H. 
Doc. 446, 78th Cong., 2d sess. ): 





Pending adjustments ba tee 


Channels..........---.. casa’ $178, 400 AI iii bh es $152, 000 
Breakwaters- - Migdicncusaeetes 524, 000 |........--- $179, 000 $92, 000 253, 000 
Engineering and de sign. ees 18, 200 13, 400 1, 400 3, 400 |_.-..- 
Supervision and administration... _- ~e 59, 400 4, 000 10, 800 8, 600 36, 000 

Total applied cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers funds only) - 780, 000 43, 800 191, 200 104, 000 441, 000 

Total project cost nee of ‘Engineers 
funds only) ---- - Tate 780, 000 43, 800 191, 200 104, 000 441, 000 





Total cost (Corps of — funds 





COND 0 Skane ays ‘ 780, 000 43, 800 191, 200 | 104, 000 441, 000 
Undeltvered cedars cok dioeaglneeaammaene <pied ; aanaacincinetin th amesed Sinema iolewes Tike oma teied 
Total obligations. ---.---.- Shasrebananeeel ipl ieailincbienasace 43, 800 191, 200 104, 000 441, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING | 


Federal funds: 
Appropriations. ..............- 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956. 
Unobligated carryover, prior year_ 





Total funds available for obligation--|-.-..-..--.-|--.-------- 195, 200 |__- 


Appropriation required __---...........--- ls diicaociineell bevnweise hive Casita | 100, 000 4 ~ 441, 000 


NotTe.—Undistributed cost, none. 
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LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. On the Whitefish Point Harbor we have a violation 
of the fundamental policies of the committee. The committee has 
repeatedly indicated, especially in recent years, very emphatically 
that under no circumstances was there to be a start on a project until 
the local sponsors met their part of the requirement. 

Here the local assurances have not been secured but construction 
has been started. The committee feels there must be some very 
pertinent reason for that in view of the fact that we have consistently 
refused to approve that loose method of procedure. 

General Rumaaet. We did some hired labor dredging in fiscal 1957 
for the benefit of existing navigation, Mr. Cannon. I believe that 
is what you are discussing. 

Mr. Cannon. Why did you not secure their cooperation and why 
did you not secure their signature on the dotted line and satisfy your- 
selves of the certainty of their cooperation before you took any action 
whatever? 

General Rumaacer. We had the assurances of the Michigan State 
Waterways Commission which were approved by the Assistant 
Secretary of the Army on March 22, 1948. 

Mr. Cannon. Your justifications do not indicate that. 

General Rumaaai. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Yes; page 55. What you say is true. The forming 
of a local land commission and rights-of-way had not been secured. 
They had not indicated their desire to acquire for those purposes 
certain adjacent United States Coast Guard lands now in process of 
being declared excess for disposal. 

Why was that neglected? 

General Rumaaai. We are still trving to get those lands from the 
State, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. But you have started construction. 

General Rumaaar. No, sir; not since this one issue of doing the 
dredging for the fishing interests. 

Mr. Cannon. In the event you do not secure this land, which we 
are depending on local cooperation to provide, what will be your 
situation? 

General Rumaaat. We will do no more, sir. There is nothing going 
on right now. 

Mr. Cannon. Have you any information as to the attitude of the 
local people? 

General Rumaaart. I talked to my district engineer Monday before 
coming here, sir. He thinks there is no question at all about that. 
It is Government land, as vou know, that we are acquiring from the 
General Services Administration. He is certain this will ultimately 
be consummated. 

Mr. Cannon. You consider this a mere formality and have no 
doubt it will be attended to? 

General Rumaaa1. I think there is no question about it. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton? 
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BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Fenton. One question on Whitefish. You are now able to 
present a benefit-cost ratio this year when you said last year it was 
impractical to give a benefit-cost ratio? 

General Rumaacar. We went back and made another study of it, 
Doctor. We find the benefits are based on fishing at the current 
levels, increased benefits from fishing if the harbor is improved, reduc- 
tion in craft damages and losses, and losses to equipment, nets, and 
so on, in the event the fishermen have a good port to come home to. 

As you know, sir, this was developed as a harbor of refuge and 
———— 

Mr. Fenton. That would apply to Port Austin and Barcelona, too; 
would it not? 

General Rumacar. I am not prepared to answer that but in general 
they will get additional benefits from fishing which are not indicated 
in the books at the present time. 


BARCELONA HARBOR, N. Y. 


Mr. Cannon. Barcelona Harbor, N. Y. Insert pages 58—a through 
64. 
(The pages referred to follow: ) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION 
BARCELONA Harpor, N. Y. 


(Continuing) 
Judget estimate ae Sie er eos _ $200, 000 
Revised estimate is Gta’ a ; i 200, 000 
Increase in budget estimate peers ms 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


| 1959 budget Revised Increase 
| | estimate 


Complete construction of breakwaters - - - $159, 300 | $159, 300 0 
Initiate dredging of entrance channe] between breakwaters... 15, 600 | 15, 600 0 
Supervision and administration ‘ . 25, 100 | 25, 100 0 

Total 200, 000 | 200, 000 0 


Revised completion schedule 


| 1959 budget | Revised estimate 
| | 
sipicenedilipeiatappinnsiiehingpithcnasnsligiadiltscine ici spell abitaaiiniilitcls ere perenne 
Entire project. . - June 1960___. June 1960. 
Entrance channel and harbor basin. bas sone £@6. iv. | Do. 
West and east breakwater...........................- May 1959. 5 May 1959. 


Location.—-The harbor is located on. the south shore of Lake Erie, 29 miles 
east of Erie, Pa., and 17 miles west of Dunkirk, N. Y. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.18 to 1 (exclusive of unevaluated benefits as a harbor of 
refuge for light-draft craft). 


2220 AS pt. 2—-—- 28 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

percent of esti- 

Amount | mated Federal 

| cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) ...............-- se $1, 150, 000 | . 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard)__.....-...---- sstennduceaal i iit we een wi 
Estimated non-Federal cost - --- Lctkit mc aaa Bare A 55, 900 |...... ’ 


Cash contribution 


huatébbbaabbbahti nt ; 7, 500 
oo ncrctetew annie endieinine coeaenaied an * ee 48, 400 i 

Total estimated project cost _- SSueaa Sane 1, 212, 200 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 ‘ apadion eile 216, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_ - - _- 210, 000 gta : 
Appropriations to date - -- a kawteaixe eee ie 426, 000 37 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__..._......-..--..-....-.- 200, 000 54 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_--_- Sank 2255 524, 000 | 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 

Entrance channel: 10 feet deep, 100 feet wide, 160 feet long. 

Harbor basin: 8 feet deep, irregular shaped, varying from 100 to 350 feet 
wide, 800 feet long. 

Breakwaters: 

West: Cellular steel sheet pile breakwater, 8 feet above low-water datum, 
and 794 feet long with a steel sheet pile wall, 156 feet long, connecting the 
inner end of the breakwater with the shore. 

East: Cellular steel sheet pile detached breakwater, 6 feet above low-water 
datum, and 890 feet long. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 
Completion schedule 
Entrance channel and harbor basin: Not started -_ __- . June 1960. 
West and east breakwaters: Construction not started; sup- 
ply contract for steel sheet piling has been awarded_- ---- May 1959. 
Entire project_-_-_---- pb hE ein din tee tek weed 6 ...--- June 1960, 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Barcelona Harbor project is one of a series of shallow-draft harbors on the 
Great Lakes authorized as harbors of refuge for small craft. The reach of shore- 
line between Erie, Pa., and Dunkirk, N. Y., is characterized by its general regu- 
larity, shallow depths that extend far lakeward, and the absence of natural harbors 
of refuge. Barcelona is located between the two existing federally improved 
harbors at Erie, Pa., and Dunkirk, N. Y. The distance between these harbors is 
46 miles, with Barcelona located 29 miles east of Erie and 17 miles west of Dunkirk. 

The greatest hazard to light-draft vessels cruising Lake Erie results from the 
sudden storms. Construction of a harbor of refuge at Barcelona will stimulate 
the existing commercial fishing industry and local recreational boating, which are 
presently handicapped by lack of a protected harbor. Currently, about 400 tons 
of fish are brought into the harbor by the commercial fisherman now based at the 
harbor. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $200,000 for fiscal year 1959 will 
be applied to: 


Complete construction of breakwaters--_-_......--.-.--------------- $159, 300 
Initiate dredging of entrance channel between breakwaters_____-__-_--- 15, 600 
Supervision and administration costs_.............--------.-----.- 25, 100 

ae a a ee oie Ee 200, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interest of complying with the requirements 
of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation consists of a cash 
contribution of $7,500, payments of $3,400 for lands and damages, and costs of 
$45,000 for construction of a public wharf, for a total of $55,900. 

Local interests have also constructed wharves, mooring facilities, and provided 
other improvements in order to facilitate the handling of fish and to accommo- 
date present recreational boating. The total costs to local interests for these 
facilities are unknown. 
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Status of local cooperation.—The Board of Supervisors of the Town of Westfield 
furnished the assurances of local cooperation in 1949 and provided the cash con- 


tribution in August 1952. 


Local interests also have contacted landowners in the vicinity with a view to- 


ward acquiring the necessary pro 


perty. 


Firm actions on this feature and on the 


remaining assurances cannot be taken pending the result of model studies pres- 
ently underway and the subsequent determination of the exact project layout. 
No difficulties are anticipated in furnishing the necessary cooperation require- 


ments. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,150,000 is an increase of $27,500 over the latest estimate ($1,122,500) sub- 


mitted to Congress. 


An increase of $53,900 due to price-level rise was partially 


offset by adjustments in feature costs based on further analyses of requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Undistributed cost_-_-- 


Total to 


j 


Current 


| Budget fis- | Balance to 








Feature | Project cost|} June 30, fiscal year | cal year | complete 
| estimate | 1957 1958 | 1959 after fiseal 
| year 1959 
| | 
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
an Sms Tate | ne baa anole eas fe . 
CE ninaitcca 5s ddanasipbanudumenens GON Ae leeieccccecenl ade kal $15, 600 $486, 600 
reereenOts«. = 2s hota do mcaaoe ie ee ...| $244,700 | 26. 0}... 
Engineering and design aid h cial eceanseaieed | 80,000 | $35, 400 Oe Gee t..5-c. i 
Supervision and administration _.........- | 74, 200 | 3, 300 8, 400 | 25, 100 | 37, 400 
cine = a So oo ——— 
Total applied cost (Corps of Engi- | | | 
neers funds and non-Federal con- | | 
tributions) -_.....-. idbdek cnnwmatdodt | 1,157, 500 38, 700 297,700 | 297, 100 | 524, 000 
| 


Total project cost (Corps of Engi- | 
neers funds and non-Federal con- | 
tributions) 

Pending adjustment 


Total cost (Corps of Engineers funds | 


and non-Federal contributions) 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS FUNDS 


Total applied cost 
Undistributed cost 


Total project cost _- 
Pending adjustments--____- 


TE OU on ntodkethastetebéeniedamall 
Undelivered orders.................-.....- 
Totel obligations... . .n«csscnccsscuudes 
NON-FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS 


». |. fC eae . 
ree ee 


Total project cost 
Pending adjustments. _- 


Total cost 
Undelivered orders -__- 


Total obligations 
METHOD OF FINANCING 


Corps of Engineers funds: 


| None 





38, 700 


! 
| 297, 700 | 


297,100 | 














Pe cscioess 


' 
38,7 297,700 | 297,100 524, 000 
| | | 
| 
38, 700 294, 300 | 293, 000 
NE i ee 
38, 700 294,300 | 203, 000 | 
38,700 | 294,300 293, 000 
| 174,800 —81, 008 —93, 000 | 
213, 500 212,500 | 200,000 | 























ir cckinnhverenscacddscubbcebaccsctet 266, 000 210, 000 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_|_.......____ —50, 000 |_-...--_- 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_|_.........__].....-...--- 2, 500 
Total funds available for obligation._|_......____ 216, 000 212, 500 
Appropriations required arcane ai 5 iid aici sf Se Oaeehintek Cathen 
Non-Federal contributions: | 
eT ear ee ee teed (<5 See 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_|_.._......._}.-.-...-.--- 7, 500 
Total funds available for obligation__|_.........._}...-..-_2- 7, 500 


Contributions required 


aaa 


AREER tS AOE 
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Mr. Cannon. Any questions? 


BUFFALO HARBOR, N. Y. 


Mr. Cannon. Buffalo Harbor, N. Y. Insert 64—b through 64-¢ 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


BurraLo Harpor, N. Y. (BurraLo River, BurraLo River EnrRANCE, BUFFALO 
Sure CanaL AND Nortsa ENTRANCE) 


(Continuing) 


Location.—The harbor is located at the eastern end of Lake Erie, at the head 
of Niagara River. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.59 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 


' 
percent of 


; Amount | estimated 
| | Federal cost 
(Corps of 
Engineers) 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers $12, 900, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (United States Coast Guard 313, 400 
Estimated non-Federal cost 121, 300 | 
Cash contribution ; 0} 
Other costs : P 121, 300 | 
Total estimated project cost 13, 334, 700 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 = 4, 516, 000 | 
Appropriativns for fiscal year 1958 1 40, 000 | 
Appropriations to date-_- 4, 556, 000 35 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959 2, 000, 000 51 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 } 6, 344, 000 100 


1 Permanent transfer to project. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 

Buffalo River entrance: 22 feet deep in soft material, 23 feet deep in hard 
material, varying from 175 to 300 feet in width, about 4,000 feet long. 

Buffalo River: 22 feet in soft material, 23 feet in hard material, varying from 
125 to 150 feet in width, about 1 mile long. 

North entrance: 25 feet deep in soft material, 26 feet in hard material, 800 feet 
wide and 2,800 feet long. 


Status (Mar. 1, 1958) 
Buffalo River entrance: Completed. Completion schedule 


Buffalo River: Completed except for widening under fixed March 1959. 
span of Ohio Street Bridge for which no work has been 


done. 
Buffalo ship canal: Completed. 
North entrance: Construction not started __-_-- -- PS alee August 1961. 
Entire project: 34 percent completed______--------- Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Buffalo Harbor is a long-standing navigation project which has been pro- 
gressively improved since 1826 to meet the needs of expanding waterborne 
commerce. 

The total waterborne commerce in 1956 was 22,791,996 net tons, consisting 
principally of receipts of 6,579,687 tons or iron ore, 3,509,682 tons of stone, 
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2,676,935 tons of grain, and shipments of 389,688 tons of coal and 1,179,776 tons 
of iron and steel products. Additional through traffic totaled 4,121,254 tons. 

The several features of the 1945 modification comprise a single overall plan of 
improvement and the portions of the modification remaining to be completed are 
integral features of the overall plan. Relocation and improvement of the north 
entrance will pa a deepened direct access channel to the previously com- 
pleted channels in Buffalo River and an approach channel to Black Rock Channel 
that will provide safety and ease to vessels passing through the harbor. 

The Secretary of the Army has ordered the replacement of the Ohio Street 
Bridge in accordance with section 3 of the 1940 act and the demolition of the 
existing structure is scheduled during the fall of 1958. It is planned to remove the 
rock area under the Ohio Street Bridge during the third quarter of fiscal year 1959 
and eliminate the most constrictive point on the Buffalo River Channel. After 
completion of the removal, the navigation of vessels at this location will be 
greatly eased and speeded. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete widening of Buffalo River at the Ohio Street 


Bridge - - - -- mm sc ow minal hgdan Peates kardon oem a meee oe eae whieh ieee $198, 300 
Initiate deepening of the relocated north entrance channel___-_-______- 965, 600 
Initiate construction of the detached breakwater _ _ _ __- Ee 
Engineering and design___ ; oe Be hag aes 14, 000 
Supervision and administration___ - --- < ._. 125, 000 


The completion of widening of Buffalo River at the Ohio Street Bridge will pro- 
vide another usable increment of the overall project. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


Work completed consists of an outer harbor about 4% miles long, 1,600 feet 
wide, formed by a breakwater system, extending from Stony Point to the head 


of Niagara River all deepened to project depth of 21 feet. The total cost for this 
completed work is $995,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATION 


A modification to the project authorized by the 1935 River and Harbor Act 
provides for extension of the south entrance breakwaters, deepening the southerly 
portion of the outer harbor to a project depth of 25 feet, deepening the northerly 
portion of the outer harbor to a project depth of 23 feet and removal of shoals 
from the approach to the south entrance. All features of this modification have 
been completed except for deepening to project depth of 23 feet a narrow strip 
in the northerly portion of the outer harbor adjacent to the shoreward United 
States harbor line. The Federal cost of the completed work is $2,950,000 and the 
estimated Federal cost for the work remaining to be done is $580,000. 

Non-Federal costs—For the channel deepening as authorized by the 1945 
River and Harbor Act local interests have incurred costs of $121,300. No addi- 
tional costs to local interests are anticipated. 

The cost to local interests of complying with the requirements of local coopera- 
tion for their work in connection with the fully completed modifications was 
$606,500. 

The cost to local interests of fulfilling the requirements of local cooperation 
for the remaining modification as authorized by the 1935 River and Harbor Act 
was $6,250,000. 

The areas adjacent to the Federal project have been extensively developed, 
necessary docks, wharves, storage, unloading and other handling facilities have 
been provided for which the overall development costs to local interests are 
unknown. 

Status of local cooperation—The city of Buffalo has complied with all require- 
ments of local cooperation for the work completed to date and no additional 
cooperation is required for the relocation of the north entrance channel. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$12,900,000 is an increase of $100,000 from the latest estimate ($12,800,000, 
July 1955) submitted to Congress. Increases of $1,016,400 due to higher price 
levels and $198,300 for inclusion of widening at the Ohio Street bridge were 
partially offset by reductions of $934,300 for relocation of the north entrance 
channel, $94,000 for favorable bids on completed work, and $86,400 based on 
reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and for supervision and 
administration. 


ons ch A A BRET Nf 


| 
| 





1 


Ce EL SRE Oe Ce ee 





436 


Summary, construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 



































Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 
| estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Modification, 1945 River and Harbor Act 
(H. Doc. 352, 78th Cong., 
Completed units $4, 377,000 | $4,377,000 |__.___- 
Uncompleted units: 
IONNE A. oe c's 55 en 5 ce MER OO bo usnddce ent pskive~daiueen spit dn nal ees $252, 000 
Channels____-_- 3, 400, 000 | $1, 163, 900 2, 236, 100 
Breakwater _- 4, 171, 000 ; 697, 100 3, 473, 900 
E ngineering and de sign - -| 182, 000 113, 300 | $54, 700 14,000 }_.-.-- 
Supervision and administration. -_| 518, 000 9, 600 | 1, 400 125, 000 382, 000 
Total applied cost (Corps of 
Engineers funds) -- . | 12,900,000 | 4, 499, 900 56, 100 2, 000, 000 6, 344, 000 
oo. oe es —_ None |__-- a. ise 
Total project cost jacana of — 
neer funds) .....-_.--- senate 4, 499, 900 | 56, 100 2, 000, 000 6, 344, 000 
Pending adjustments.__...............-- | pee None ; ’ 
|- == — — 
Total cost (Corps of Engineers | 
E Peer acs eck. : 4, 499, 900 56, 100 <li 6, 344, 000 
Undelivered orders__....._...- 7,400 | —7, 400 te 
Total obligations--..-.......- gs RGewecroincaae , 507, 300 48, 700 2, 000, 000 6, 344, 000 
= ——— [= EE —— =a 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations ‘ = ; 4, 516, 000 | i Li tcketientnkacte + an0 chee 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956. ol st Wee 00. uth ceahe cloves 
Unobligated carryover from prior year. 8, 700 
Total funds available for obligation _-_| 4, 516, 000 48, 700 |_._-- ecaae 
ae cn chee caine Lies on tnnduliie ea eed cdudeess tere eahaee 2, 000, 000 6, 344, 000 














REASON FOR DELAY 


Mr. Cannon. This is a unique project, being the only one added by 
the budget amendment for the appropriation “Construction, general.” 
This was not in the budget for 1957, 1958, or the original submission 
for 1959. What happened that suddenly you decide you should have 
funds to resume this project? 

General Rumaaeat. The port of Buffalo has been under development 
for some time, Mr. Cannon. 

We would have gone ahead and completed the authorized project 
except for the development at the north entrance channel. We were 
not convinced that we had the best solution to that improvement, so 
with construction money we went ahead and investigated measures 
that might be taken to come up with a cheaper and more effective 
north entrance channel. Those measures have now been completed. 

For that reason in February we came up with the proposal that you 
see now on the map to change 

Mr. Cannon. But in looking at the map you see no need for the 
north entrance channel. You have the south entrance channel. It 
looks as if this last minute appreciation of the need for the north 
channel might have been foregone altogether. 

General Rumaaer. We are not of that opinion, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Why this long delay? e have had 3 different 
estimates in 3 successive years. There was no mention made of it 
at all and suddenly you realize you need a north entrance channel. 
Why was not the need recognized before that time? 








437 


General Rumagart. It had been recognized, Mr. Cannon. It was 
part of the improvement of the north entrance channel which was 
part of the authorized project. 

I regret we had not made it clear. 

Mr. Cannon. We took it for granted you had abandoned that. 

General Rumaaat. I regret we did not make you aware of that, sir. 

Colonel Nauman tells me we had permission from the committee to 
transfer $40,000 to continue the studies which are reflected here in 
the appropriation for 1958. 

Mr. Cannon. It is your custom, practice, and routine to have a 
model of each of these projects? 

General Rumaaat. Yes, sir. 


MODEL STUDY 


Mr. Cannon. Did the model show a need or a lack of need for this 
project in the three previous budgets? 

General Rumaaat. The results of the model study were just com- 
pleted in February, sir, as I mentioned before. We had an authorized 
project, Mr. Cannon. I did not make myself clear. We had an 
authorized project which provided for the improvement of the present 
north entrance channel. When we got into doing that we found we 
would hit ledge rock. We took soundings elsewhere to see if there 
was any area in the vicinity where digging might be done which would 
not involve rock. 

We found this condition to prevail southward of the present exit. 

We then carried on our model studies to see if such an entrance 
would be advantageous and desirable and whether it would provide 
safe entrance. That is the story generally as I understand it. 

Mr. Cannon. At the present time you think there is a real need 


which would justify our spending this money to open the north 
channel? 


General Rumaaat. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You think the failure of the committee to provide 
this amount would result in serious disadvantage? 

General Rumaaat. I do, sir. 


OSWEGO HARBOR, N. Y. 


Mr. Cannon. Oswego, Harbor, N. Y. Insert pages 65—a through 71. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS ANDIJHARBORS 


(NAVIGATION) 
Osweco Harpor, N. Y. (Detacnep BREAKWATER AND SHOAL REMOVAL) 
(Continuing) 
UUREIERIIEINDS 20 Sd nd caeanannaeae sign chthoe cages aan $500, 000 
tee Gene...) onc anaes ening cake eke earman Rasenreaiae . 1,000, 000 


perenne O Docent entiiats: «oe. ons a case cammeuuneusannes 500, 000 


5 
. 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Initiate and continue construction of breakwater___-__-._-- size $450, 000 $914, 000 $464, 000 
Supervision and administration................-...-..-.--..-. 50, 000 86, 000 36, 000 
MNS Sakata okie dscevagadinsce Sbtpibaetedec see 500, 000 1, 000, 000 500, 000 





Revised completion schedule 

















1959 budget Revised estimate 
Entire project. ...........-.- pauses ccukaanpenba0eGbesbeksannle November 1960....| June 1960. 
I an nn oamciuweasan nie July 1957.........- July 1957. 
Construction of breakwater-.__- 





1 incleliettinty voc ddr Ln anain  aeaeiie de November Peres June 1960. 


Location.—On the south shore of Lake Ontario, 59 miles easterly from Roches- 
ter, N. Y. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.31 to 1, 


Summarized financial data 




















| Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 
| Engineers) 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) ...........-.........-...--. 1 GR Wn Oe Ta bedtc<casss~. 
Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard)__......-...-.-...2-2-.-.------}  Bikbe oid eee 
IND NN i  cudinncawancdabesencenbens RS i Be as 
a ee 8 te. od) weneaund deupuddeninaelen 0 |---+-------.---- 
Other costs___.__-. Es ath Beast citddedanadsil amends WP A iecth betncvicte dl 
Total estimated project cost. __.........._-- sncecwncagecs amcleeiacuere PE Fat occackan 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957____.........-......----- a tibogtaikesnne 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958__...._.._..--- ee 1 306, 000 ee 
Appropriations to date_-_._...........-.---- abe codhGno eNecabseabeenwenied 743, 000 27 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959____._._...........--.----...-- 500, 000 45 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. ............-..----.-.---------- BNET ONE Nawtepecenasee< 


1 Excludes permanent transfer of $94,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Detached. breakwater: Rubble-mound breakwater, 10 feet above low-water 
datum and 875 feet long. 

Shoals: Removal of shoals to 25 feet below low-water datum, shoals are located 
in 8 areas in the approach to the harbor entrance and are of varying dimensions. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


| 
Percent | Completion 








| complete | schedule 

si i 4 = 
Detached breakwater..................... a ercinapaiaiata pitied siteta Albeit ieee (}) | November 1960. 
Removal of shoals_.............-.. autnvddactnasnhasdaiiedeaamabanaueee 100 | July 1957. 
I Sea a oS a os deals d oaaiamudbate Sepeaiphuaen ale | 8 | November 1960. 





| | 


1 Not started. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The total waterborne commerce in 1956 was 4,454,793 tons consisting princi- 
pally of receipt of grains and coal and export of coal to Canada. 

Construction of the detached breakwater and removal of the shoals will provide 
protection to the existing terminal facilities within the harbor and will lessen the 
difficulties of vessel traffic. At present, during periods of storms or high winds, 
vessel operators experience delays in loading or unloading vessels, loss of cargo, 
and navigation difficulties in maneuvering to the various channels, slips, and en- 
trances. The authorized improvements would lessen wave action within the 
harbor thereby producing tangible savings to vessel traffic, as well as intangible 
and unevaluated benefits from the increased safety and convenience provided. 


Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $500,000 for fiscal year 1959 will be 
applied to: 


Continue construction of the rubble-mound detached breakwater___-_- $450, 000 
isiee viskes and adenbplaisetiets nce ns ne ntiee od euecdamaneddesuncas 50, 000 
Reba co 2 oe eS ee. ae eee .. 224°" $6G600 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


Work completed consists of the outer west breakwater and widening the chan- 
nel in Oswego River north of Seneca Street all at a Federal cost of $1,496,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATIONS 


The 1930 River and Harbor Act authorized the construction of arrowhead 
breakwaters; deepening the outer harbor between the arrowhead breakwaters, 
the west outer harbor east of the D. L. & W. coal dock, and Oswego River to 
Seneca Street, all to 21 feet; and the west outer harbor west of the D. L. & W. 
coal dock to 16 feet. This work is complete with the exception of a small tri- 
angular-shaped area in the outer harbor which remains to be dredged. The 
Federal cost of the completed work is $1,854,000 and the Federal cost of the work 
remaining to be done is $246,000. . 

The 1940 River and Harbor Act authorized closing the gap in the west break- 
water and deepening the west outer harbor west of the D. L. & W. Railroad coal 
dock to 21 feet. Closing of the gap has been accomplished and a 250-foot-wide 
strip through the west outer harbor, widened to provide a limited turning basin 
area at the westerly end, has been deepened to project depth of 21 feet at a total 
cost of $911,000. The remaining 150-foot-wide strip has not been dredged, and 
it is estimated that $1,789,000 will be required to complete the work as authorized 
by this modification. 

The 1948 River and Harbor Act authorized dredging a channel and basin and 
construction of an east outer breakwater for establishment of an east outer 
harbor. No work has been done on this modification, which is estimated to cost 
$13,100,000. 

Non-Federal costs.—For the construction of the detached breakwater and the 
removal of shoals, local interests are required to hold and save the United States 
free from damages due to construction and subsequent maintenance of the 
improvement. 

socal interests have expended $100,000 for acquisition of lands for work 
previously completed under the 1930 River and Harbor Act. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $230,000 for dock facilities and dredging 
the area between the project limit and bulkhead for the work authorized by the 
1940 modification. It is estimated that local interests will expend about $189,000 
additional when the remaining 150-foot-wide strip in the west outer harbor is 
deepened to project depth. 

Local interests are required by the 1948 act to construct a wharf, handling and 
storage facilities, and to dredge and maintain the area between project limit and 
wharf. It is estimated that the costs to local interests for this work will be 
$2,149,000, none of which has been accomplished to date. 

Oswego River is part of the New York State barge-canal system. The State 
of New York has expended a large sum for development of the canal and has 
provided two barge-canal terminals in the harbor. Private interests have estab- 
lished docks, wharves, and handling facilities for coal and grain. 

Status of local cooperation—The Oswego Port Authority has furnished the 
required assurances to hold and save the United States free from damages that 
may result from construction and maintenance of the project. 










440 


Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,900,000 is an increase of $215,000 over the latest estimate ($2,685,000) sub- 


mitted to Congress. The increase is due to higher price levels and a reanalysis 
of the estimate based on further design studies. 





Summary construction program (PB-1) fiscal years 1958 and 1959 














Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 






year 1959 





109) (2) (4) 











Modification, 1954 River and Harbor Act 
(H. Doc. 487, 81st Cong., 2d sess.): 














eee ace Ss os $173, 300 $132, 200 POE GOP Vocccantcaers eee eae 
NN on atictens masnnccncet Ss ae 175,000 | $750,000 | $1, 555,300 
Engineering and design -...._._.......- 60, 400 55, 200 | MP Bic. paren ioc ke eons 
Supervision and administration __--._- 186, 000 15, 300 18, 500 50, 000 102, 200 









Total applied cost (Corps of Engi- 


I ee edt niitonmmrees | 2,900,000 | 202,800 | 239,700 | 800,000 | 1, 657, 500 
Undistributed cost 


erecececcece| cccccccecces|cocsccnccccce 
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Total project cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers funds only) 
Pending adjustments 


Total cost (Corps of Engineers funds 
a a 


| 
acest 202, 800 239, 700 800, 000 1, 657, 500 
Undelivered orders.................... 


Piasaddgaieiaes Bias SSRLLRS 300,000 | +—300, 000 


ce cleiuaitssieais' tp acelin iciei ddl attesaaiie adiehiadeall 539, 700 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 





4 iin eae Penal Gin tied 







Total obligations 











Appropriations_-____. Ee a minal 
Permanent transfer since July 1, 1956__.._- 
Unobligated carryover from prior year 







400, 000 
—94, 000 
233, 700 

























Total funds available for obligation-. BT I atti din 0 ll cnc cheltastantons 


Appropriation required ; x 500, 0 m é 7, 500 











ASHTABULA HARBOR, OHIO 





5 Mr. Cannon. Ashtabula Harbor, Ohio, pages 72—a through 77. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


AsuTaBuLa Harpor, Onio (Approach CHANNEL AND TURNING BASIN IN East 
OvutTEeR HarRsor) 


(Continuing) 
I i a i $997, 000 
Revised estimate 









Continue and complete dredging in east outer harbor 
Supervision and administration 
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Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget Revised estimate 





























ates I ta alas we eich Tein Jaen bleed diame ane tele | November 1958_...| May 1959, ' 
SN TS eins goes ono nin Sno mee moc naseceseen einiaataaaSeeheTele oe | June 1956__- ...| June 1956. : 
Stage II, dredging approach channel and turning basin__.....__- | November 1958____ May 1959 ; 





Location.—The harbor is located on the south shore of Lake Erie, 59 miles 
easterly from Cleveland, Ohio. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.9 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 












Accumulated 
| percent of esti- 
mated Federal 
| cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 


Amount 














Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) 





Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard) _....._- teh washer eae 10, Leda ay col Siphepial 
Estimated non-Federal cost _ -...........-.-.------- ee ree 4, 020, 000 ‘ 

Cash contribution _- al a ae 0 |. 

SS Silesia Sohne Smtdsl eens asin oleic iawahnal pan 4, 020, 000 |- 5 
Total estimated project MOR i te So ccs alee eae Rae Oe ate cada. ds caka 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957. j-acleligtecisicninanstetl ty dajaisin eigen debits enamine Tapia SOD Brinnirn oe ctiebahine 
Appropriations for fiscal year Re 4 1, 500, 000 |_.-- aia 
Appropriations to date_- puns cg aoeeenaeanghie ite sieeaadll 3, 403, 000 77 
Appropriations reque sted for fiscal year WB sors cite BGs: 997, 000 | 100 
Balarice to complete after fiscal year 1959_ _..............-...-----.-.---.- 0 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Approach channel: 25 feet deep in soft material, 26 feet deep in hard material, 
700 feet wide, 1,550 feet long. 
Turning basin: 25 feet deep in soft material, 26 feet deep in hard material, 
1,200 feet wide, 1,550 feet long. 














Status (January 1, 1958) 


Approach channel and turning basin: Completion schedule 
SPORT S.C INO oot 2 le ya ee eae ce ieee June 1956. 
Stage II. Deepening of project area by continuingcontract November 1956. 
is underway, entire area has been drilled and blasted, 
and dredging was initiated during September 1957. 
Entire project, 50 percent completed_-_-_-_.....-.------------ Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 




















Ashtabula Harbor had 13,196,000 tons of waterborne commerce in 1956, con- 
sisting principally of receipt of 8,580,000 tons of iron ore, 833,000 tons of stone, and 
shipment of 3,527,000 tons of coal. 

The approach channel and turning basin in the east outer harbor will permit 
large, self-unloading vessels to use the extensive dock and storage facilities cur- 
rently under construction by local interests. Stage I of the project, which has 
been completed, provides a channel 150 feet wide, 25 feet deep, through the 
project area to the new docks of the Pinney Dock & Transport Co. This channel 
permits only the use of small bulk cargo carriers but has permitted inauguration 
of traffic to the new facilities. 

Commerce of about 900,000 tons consisting of chemical limestone, fluxing stone, 
rock salt, and building materials will be received over the new docks from large 
vessels for the heavily industrialized area located in the east part of the city of 
Ashtabula. 

The existing harbor facilities are inadequate for existing commerce because of 
insufficient docks and storage areas. The demands and requirements of the 
rapidly expanding local industry, especially those in the field of chemicals, for 
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dockage and material storage far exceed the existing available dock facilities which 
are now being used at full capacity. 
Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $997,000 will be applied to: 


Continue and complete dredging in the east outer harbor_____._-_--_- $911, 300 
es er ONINONL. SS... So cacendwocecccusesseaccas 85, 700 


The improvement will be completed with funds in the amount of $997,000 for 
fiscal year 1959. 
COMPLETED MODIFICATION 


Work completed consists of: an outer harbor of about 185 acres in area formed 
by a system of breakwaters comprising a west breakwater 7,780 feet long, an 
east breakwater 4,400 feet long; deepening the entrance channel to 28 feet between 
the breakwaters and to 25 feet through the outer harbor to the east inner break- 
water and to 24 feet from this point to the mouth of Ashtabula River; a channel 
in Ashtabula River 24 feet deep from its mouth to 2,000 feet upstream, 18 feet 
deep upstream therefrom for about 2,400 feet and 16 feet deep upstream there- 
from for about 3,800 feet with a turning basin at the upstream end. The total 
cost for this completed work is $2,854,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATIONS 


A modification of the project authorized by the 1945 River and Harbor Act 
provides for deepening the Ashtabula River channel to 16 feet deep to a point 
1,550 feet upstream of the turning basin. Another modification authorized by the 
1937 River and Harbor Act provides for the removal of 250 feet of the inner 
east breakwater. Each of these modifications has been placed in a deferred status, 
and a restudy will be required before construction is undertaken. 

Non-Federal costs —The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 
approach channel and turning basin in the easterly part of the outer harbor is 
$4,020,000. This cost is entirely for the construction of the dock facilities and the 
dredging of the slips and access thereto from the basin. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $519,000 in complying with requirements of 
local cooperation for previous work accomplished on the project. 

The areas adjacent to the Federal project have been extensively developed, 
principally by the railroads for handling of iron ore and coal. Necessary docks, 
wharves, storage, unloading and other handling facilities have been provided for 
which the overall development costs to local interests are unknown. The city of 
Ashtabula and other local interests have expanded $1,367,000 for improvements 
of the Ashtabula River. 

Status of local cooperation.—The council of the city of Ashtabula, Ohio, and the 
Pinney Dock & Transport Co., Ashtabula, Ohio, an Ohio corporation, have ful- 
filled all requirements of local cooperation with the exception of completion of 
some dock facilities which are now under construction. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate (Corps 
of Engineers) of $4,400,000 is a decrease of $320,000 from the latest estimate 
($4,720,000) submitted to Congress. This decrease is due to adjustments result- 
ing from contract bid prices; savings on work completed and reexamination of 
contingencies as the project approaches completion. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Feature 


MODIFICATION 1954 RIVER AND HARBOR 
ACT (H. DOC. 486/83/2) 


Channels._ _.- 
Engineering and design ae a yy 
Supervision and administration _ _- 


Total applied cost sreree of | er | 


neers fund anos 
Undistributed cost. 


Total project cost | ge of Sates | 


neers funds) -- 
Pending adjustment. 


Total cost eee of oe rs seeps 
Undelivered orders -_ 


Total obligations __ -- 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations __ 


Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956- 
Unobligated carryover from prior year... 


Total funds available for obligation__| 


Appropriation required _. 









































Mr. Kirwan. That $997,000 completes 


harbor? 
General RumMaaali 


This is completion money, sir. 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
| Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(2) _@ | wo] (5) (6) 
$4, 111, 500 | $1,486, 100 | $1,214,100 | $1, 411,300 |......._.__- 
44, 800 End crcdeehia aie daichii beeie ecderena 
243, 700 86, 500 71, 500 85, 700 siivdaadinee 
Ss bce i aaa 
| 
4, 400, 000 1, 617, 400 1, 285, 600 RE Deca mticomiins 
cian ions jone j...--.- atte siuscaebeiictanitaca a etaiand lines 
4, 400, 000 1,617,400 | 1,285,600 | 1,497,000 |........._.- 
wed None |..---------- ot nel 
4, 400, 000 1, 617, 400 1, 285, 600 1 Gain denen cccass 
én 201, 100 298, 900 —500, 000 |.........-.- 
4° hy 818, 500 1, + 584, 500 oe 60)-1-<.-..- 
= — a as oo 
iackhdaie 2, 096, 000 REED Plea ocwidcceaeeadsennts 
eked | —193,000 |.._.- SES a he eee me ial 
-| : 84, 500° ee eee ‘ 
Ee ry 1,584, 600 | 
onl 997,000 |....... 


dredging of all of the 


Mr. Kirwan. Will it comply with the authorization of the St 
Lawrence seaway and meet all the requirements that are necessary? 


General Rumaaal. 


This will not deepen it to the same depths as 


the St. Lawrence seaway, to answer you somewhat indirectly, sir. 


Mr. Kirwan. 
General Rumaaet. 
harbors of the (¢ 
ments are needed. 
Mr. Kirwan. 
the entire harbor? 
General Rumaaal. 
Mr. Cannon. 


Yes: 


this harbor 


that is right. 
The justifications indicate that not all of the con- 


struction required of local interests has been completed. 


any doubt about their completing this construction by the time the 
Federal portion of the project is completed? 


General RumMaacat 
Mr. Cannon. 


1 did not follow you. . 
Apparently they started their work but there is a 


Are you going to dredge deeper at a later date? 


We will study along with other 


ireat Lakes to determine whether further improve- 


But you will take care of this for the time being in 


Is there 


possibility we might complete our work before they complete theirs. 
Is there any doubt about their completing their part of the con- 


struction? 


General Rumacar. They are required to do some dock work, provide 
adequate docks here at the east side of the harbor, Mr. Cannon. I 
think they will provide those as they are needed. 


Mr. Kirwan. 
General RuMAGGI. 


Mr. Kirwan. That is already dredged there? 


The docks 1 and 2 that are there now? 
Yes, sir. 
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General Rumacer. That is right. It is not completed, however. 
If you will note, the red area is to be done this year. That is still 
in front of those docks. 


HOUGHTON-HANCOCK BRIDGE, MICHIGAN 


Mr. Cannon. On the Houghton-Hancock Bridge we will insert 
pages 78—a through 83. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ALTERATION OF BRIDGES 
(TRUMAN-HOBBS ACT) 
HovuautTon-Hancock BripGEe, MICHIGAN 


(Continuing) 


Budget estimate £700, 000 
Revised estimate 1, 300, 000 
Increase in budget estimate 600, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget | Revised esti-| Increase 





mate 
Continue bridge construction on : $650, 000 $1, 200, 000 | $550, 000 
Supervision and administration-- aioe 50, 000 100, 000 | 50, 000 
i ilies theta ect igi ttle canine 
700, 000 1, 300, 000 600, 000 





Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget _ 3 sore ig ete A SSUES June 1961, 
Revised estimate.__ __-_ Stace dec: a AUIS ad IR. Bice eel ee re Ss June 1960, 


Location.—Across Keweenaw Waterway between Houghton and Hancock, 
Mich. 

Authorization.—Act of June 21, 1940 (Truman-Hobbs Act) as amended. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—Not applicable. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
| Amount percent of 
| estimated 
Federal cost 


et Lee. seakcatedcabbiebbuesameusuaeecmsal gmMAne gs oo 
Estimated non-Federal cost Sciptisdiitgch Seat dll adsdiigs SIM EEN ee 4. | eee 
Cash contributions. ___- sine inching ge aed ie Ua a A al Tie Bi | eae 
Other costs___ _- Ses ae ins deboaebetianielatensa ation ad Sake Aart iaoeaal 7, 162, 200 
ET REE ESS ee _| 11, 562, 200 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 i ; Eales inci cat Aicliceinsigicatal EE Bsa cnpuinl crea oak 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_- .____- a scsacreaies aabaisaanain ar tamonal NE Bice ilee ngs ecient 
Appropriations to date _-_- : Nb dasdndebate~ sod ee 630, 000 | 14 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_ sicosipnmaiiahaiietnamaedich lela deataiictacaad | 700, 000 | 30 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 iindinibin dddubebsbapankul 3, 070, 000 Rt hs 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Bridge: 
Type: Vertical lift. 
Horizontal clearance: 250 feet. 
Vertical clearance, lowered: 3.7 feet above extreme high water and 7.4 
feet above low-water datum. 
Vertical clearance, intermediate position: 31.7 feet above extreme high 
water and 35.4 feet above low-water datum. 
Vertical clearance, raised: 100 feet above extreme high water and 103.7 
feet above low-water datum. 
Status January 1, 1958: Construction not initiated. 
Completion schedule: June 1961. 





























ee 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Houghton-Hancock Bridge, a combination railroad and highway bridge 
owned solely by the Michigan State Highway Department, provides the only 
vehicular and rail access to the copper-mining area of the Keweenaw Peninsula 
of Michigan. This bridge spans the Keweenaw Waterway (Portage Lake) which 
provides an important short cut as well as a sheltered route across the Keweenaw 
Peninsula for vessels plying Lake Superior. Commerce on the waterway averages 
over 600,000 tons annually with vessel trips averaging about 400 larger-type ships 
and 500 smaller craft. Due to difficulties in navigating the swing bridge with 
118-foot and 107-foot openings, delays to navigation result when ships anchor to 
await favorable conditions for passage or avoid the waterway entirely, even dur- 
ing stormy weather when passage through the waterway would be particularly 
advantageous. About 100 large vessels pass the Keweenaw Peninsula each day 
and in an average year they are exposed to 23 days of storm conditions. Accord- 
ingly, about 2,300 large vessels per year, or about 1,900 more than at present, 
would have good reason to use the waterway. It is estimated that the time saved 
through use of the waterway by these 1,900 vessels represents an increase in earn- 
ing capacity of $380,000 per vear. 

The bridge has been determined to be obstructive to navigation and under the 
provisions of the Truman-Hobbs Act, the Secretary of the Army in March 1955 
issued a notice to alter the bridge. The bridge provides important highway and 
rail access to the people and industry of Michigan’s copper country and crosses 
a very important waterway artery. To avoid costly delays to navigation, recon- 
struction of the obstructive bridge should be completed as soon as possible. The 
amount requested is considered the minimum required to pay the Federal share 
of the costs of construction and is less than the proportionate share of total 
expenditures for fiscal year 1959 as estimated by the bridge owner. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The amount of $700,000 will be applied to: 


Couatiniins DEIGMD GORBUIUICIONE ons nis a eeidcgne dmb ames $650, 000 
Supervision and etimnitistration:)< oo: ob 2 i Sc 50, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1959 will be used to continue payment of 
the United States’ share of the cost of construction on a schedule which provides 
for completion of the bridge alteration in June 1961. 

Non-F ederal cosis.—The cost to the bridge owners of complying with the require- 
ments of the Truman-Hobbs Act is estimated at $7,162,200 and will be applied 
toward the cost of the bridge alteration. 

Status of local cooperation.—Under the provisions of the Truman-Hobbs Act, 
the bridge owner has acquired needed rights-of-way, has awarded a supply con- 
tract for H-piling and has awarded contracts for structural steel and machinery 
and substructure and general work. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,400,000 is an increase of $1,500,000 from the latest estimate ($2,900,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase in the Federal share of costs results from an 
increase in the total cost for the bridge alteration from $7,300,000 to $11,314,000. 
This estimate is based on bids received for the major portion of the work and 
reflects an increase based on bid prices, additional work determined to be required 
through further engineering and design, and reanalysis of requirements for super- 
vision and administration. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 












































Project Total to Current Budget Balance to 

Feature cost June 30, | fiscal year | fiscal year | complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(a) (2) (3) | (4) | (5) (6) 
——— ——s — — — 
Bridge alteration (Truman-Hobbs Act) ____|$11, 314, 000 $435, 700 $400, 000 | $2,600,000 | $7,878, 300 
ao = age and administration (Federal 

ec Se re in eae 248, 200 2, 700 23, 300 50, 000 172, 200 
Total applied cost___.____- 2 11, 562, 200 438, 400 423, 300 | 2,650, 000 8, 050, 500 
Undistributed cost. .-...........-....-..-. honeiinn Sia : \ Rend ae ‘ 
Total project cost__.---- , be id 11, 562, 200 438, 400 423, 300 | 2, 650, 000 8, 050, 500 

Pending er agreaoene cae Soe be 4 
Total cost - __- ebebsasshUbsowaase 11, 562, 200 438, 400 423, 300 2, 650, 000 8, 050, 500 
Undelivered orders _- esa’ 7 15, 800 —15, 800 neha sd 
Total obligations -_____. oes ‘ ; 454, 200 407, 500 2, 650, 000 8, 050, 500 
Federal share of costs__-- LZ _...| 4,400,000 2, 700 323, 300 | 1,004,000 3, 070, 000 
Non-Federal share of costs-.-.......--..---- | _ 7, 162, 200 435, 700 100,000 | 1,646,000 4, 980, 500 
METHOD OF FINANCING (FEDERAL SHARE RAT aE Bee ds NEE og eae ante 

ONLY) 

Appropriation win gh sees 500, 000 130, 000 ap See “ 
Unobligated carryov er prior y ear ict Ebina 497, 300 904, 000 j|.-....--.-.. 
Total funds available for obligation_- Bei u 627, 300 | Aas el 
Appropriation required.___-...........--- | ba vebesay ema wisks~ dace san " 700, 000 3, 070, 000 


COST INCREASE 


Mr. Cannon. Your justifications for fiscal year 1957 showed the 
total estimated cost of this project as $5,100,000, last year you in- 
creased your estimate to $7,400,000, and now it is estimated to cost 
$11,562,000—over twice the amount of your estimate of 2 years ago. 

This is the same situation we ran into yesterday where you had 
doubled your estimate. How could such an error as that be made as 
to the amount required? 

General Rumacer. Many estimates were ready at the time testi- 
mony was given you last year. I don’t know whether we had the 
benefit of the State’s estimate of April 3, 1957, or not, but I believe 
we did have that. Estimated total cost at that time was $6,481,400, 
non-Federal and $4,120,000 Federal, a total of $10,601,400. 

We took two sets of bids last summer, on June 19 and on September 
25. Estimates based on those bids were $12,490,000 on the first 
invitation representing a Federal cost of $4,930,000 and a non-Federal 
cost of $7,560,000, which we rejected, and when we advertised again, 
and the estimates, based on this invitation were $11,562,200, of which 
$4,400,000 was Federal and $7,162,200 non-Federal, which we thought 
then was perhaps the rock bottom price we could get 

Mr. Cannon. The committee views with misgivings this practice. 
It has almost reached the point where it is a practice, of bringing in 
an estimate for a small amount and using that as an entering wedge 
and thereby opening the door to a much larger estimate. 

In many of these projects, if we had realized the cost which you 
eventually required, we would not have approved the project in the 
first. place. 

Once started, when you double the estimate we go ahead and finish 
it but we expect that practice to be discontinued. 

General Rumaaer. Mr. Chairman, it will be my endeavor to give 
you good estimates. 
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Mr. Cannon. The clerk advises me that part of this was the fault 
of the State, so I will modify my statement to that extent. 

General Rumager. I am pleased with that, sir. We are not 
unilateral in our responsibilities. 

Mr. Cannon. But we have had so many instances of that, General 
Rumaggi. 

General Rumaaat. I understand that. 


SLOWDOWN 


Mr. Cannon. Last year you estimated this project would be com- 
pleted in November of 1958. In 1959 the justifications indicate it will 
be June of 1961. You now show June of 1960. 

General Rumaaar. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How could you fall behind one and a half years, 18 
months, on a project such as this? This is not a difficult project. 

General Rumaceat. We are trying to guess through two people, 
Mr. Chairman, as to how fast they will go. 

The State says they will be through in December of 1959. We 
wonder if they will be through in December of 1959. We are ques- 
tioning that and putting a factor of safety on this and saying June 
1960. The State says Dicaiies of 1959. As you know, this is a 
State contract. 

Mr. Cannon. The committee wishes to pass this statement along 
to the States, also. The States should be a little more careful about 
carrying out their obligations. Has there been a change in the type 
of structure? 

General Rumaaat. No, sir. This is the bridge which was pre- 
sented to you last year. 

Mr. Cannon. Further questions? 

(No response.) 

BATTLE CREEK, MICH. 


Mr. Cannon. Battle Creek, Mich. Insert pages 84—a through 90. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


KataMazoo River, Micns., Bartte CREEK AND VICINITY 


(Continuing) 
OS CRGINRNO G8 oct, 6 ease a wcne skeet esi eba caee ouee $1, 200, 000 
Bawined qntmens « .. 40-0 cse cbeiindl aid eel cc ccskeceeat 1, 200, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 











1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete construction of Kendall Street Bridge _..._..__.__-_- $100, 000 0 —$100, 000 
Complete construction of New York Central and Grand 
Trunk Western joint-use railroad bridge_____- Pe : 400, 000 $127, 000 — 273, 000 
Complete construction of New York Central main line rail- 
road bridge peeee aomreraeea eaineaae ni 100, 000 0 — 100, 000 
Continue dredging of Kalamazoo River (confluence of Kala- | | 
mazoo River cutoff to 20th Street) -- _- pmabtinncanael 300, 000 722, 000 422, 000 
Award contract for Washington Avenue Bridge protection... -_} 50, 000 50, 000 0 
Award contract for Kalamazoo River cutoff channel. ._--_-- 250, 000 123, 000 —127, 000 
Speer WR GE in Sos ci inn is caddocaduemncuseckanes 0 18, 000 18, 000 
Supervision and administration....................-......--.. 0 160, 000 160, 000 
DO ninck rvatcchiincinctiteccasectietabajabanaaa 1, 200, 000 1, 200, 000 0 





25230—58—pt. 2——29 
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Revised completion schedule 











| 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
a - 7 —| a ep te 
i uae Rice mete bi tig sR aati | September 1961___| November 1960. 
ER Ae Se eS eee ESOP SFE TE ae ah ht ae ee November 1960. ___ Do. 
Te nc ecinecidirnen eeepaideeenaael September 1961_ November 1960, 
Ce a September 1959_ August 1959. 





Location.—The Kalamazoo River rises in the southern part of the lower 
peninsula of Michigan, flows northwesterly about 185 miles, and empties into 
Lake Michigan about 2 miles downstream from the village of Saugatuck. Battle 
Creek joins the Kalamazoo River in the city of Battle Creek, about 108 miles 
above its mouth. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.46 to 1. 










Summarized financial data 









j 
Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
| est*mated 
| Federal cost 


a oe ee ete cm tom mening cin 


apie tute | $6,170,000 |___- 
















etiaben mem emnes C0. <5. 25 5. - ~~ ec. “4 3, 093, 000 |......__- - 
Cash contribution_------ Gc tnababaaae ch eheaaes if 
Other costs es ; ; A | 2, 938, 000 a 

Total estimated project cost. __-_-_- opm stylist chain eae eee 9, 263, 000 | 

Appropriations to June 30, 1957_- eee ioe ee as oat 585, 000 

Appropriations for fiseal year 1958__...__.........--.--- die = BOND, ORR oo e525. 

Appropriations to date. --_ caer Ret ktm dolitie ae 2, 215, 000 36 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959___..........-- eutidacdee | 1, 200, 000 55 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 : i ; 2, 755, 000 sa 








PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Construct low earth levees on both banks of Kalamazoo River upstream from 
concrete paved cutoff channel: Length 1,600 feet. 
Relocations: 
Construct 2 new railroad bridges. Reinforce or protect substructures on 2 
railroad bridges and 13 highway bridges. 


Channels: Miles 
Section C improvement, Battle Creek -_ _-_-_ a. = ee 7 
Section A improvement, Kalamazoo River__.._..___-..._.--_- Eds 5. 0 


Section. B improvement... swags ene wae uueat----.- 


ee age eats hd J oie Se OE EEL Leek 7. 6 
Cutoff section: Cutoff channel, 0.7 miles, paved with concrete; 1.9 miles of im- 
proved channels paved with riprap. 














Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


FA =o ok arate noel 


| 
| 
| 


j 
Percent Completion 
complete schedule 








i te PNG Bana 


NE AIRS nin dw ctnndcsondbpeneiunnesedecneccussnwebecesens 0 | November 1960. 
a ncasenieal bdenennuinipemenwnaindusmmnineiaieant 6 | September 1961. 
Ea d - cdblcawndadnctanssbdsdegoqsseonasecsbensancadsacccoscaneusstaune 0 | September 1959. 
ee eee msonbdupeitanbbpenhsgeupatdp Cabiuyake 3 | September 1961. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Battle Creek and vicinity has experienced numerous floods causing considerable 
property damage. The maximum flood of record was in March 1904 with floods 
of slightly less volume occurring in March 1908, April 1947, March 1918, March 
1887, and March 1948, in that decreasing order of peak discharge. A historian 
reports floods in 1854, 1864, 1868, and 1869 greater in magnitude than the floods 
of 1904 and 1908. Lesser floods have occurred at more frequent intervals with 
minor flooding in the lower areas occurring almost annually. With the excep- 
tion of the flood in 1864, all the major floods noted have occurred in the spring as 
a result of heavy spring rains on snow-covered ground in fairly saturated condi- 
tion and at a time when stream stages were already rising. The major flooding is 
almost entirely within the city limits of Battle Creek, except for low vacant lands 
downstream from the city. Floods cover a large area through the downtown 
business, industrial, and adjacent residential area. Based on 1957 price level, 
the estimated flood damages for the 1904 and 1947 floods would be $2,100,000 
and $1,400,000, respectively. Average annual flood damages on a current price 
basis are estimated at $503,000. 

Fiscal year 1959,—The requested amount of $1,200,000 will be applied to— 


Complete construction of Kendall St. Bridge $100, 000 
Complete construction of New York Central and Grand Trunk West- 

erik solit GS THIMONG CNT een oi oe a sere eee nc neieecenne 400, 000 
Complete construction of New York Central mainline railroad bridge__ 100, 000 
Continue dredging of Kalamazoo River (confluence of Kalamazoo 

River cutoff to 20th Si.)____---- tara hatea wh Ss 2 : 300, 000 
Award contract for Washington Ave. Bridge protection. 50, 000 
Award contract for Kalamazoo River cutoff channel 250, 000 

Total 

Construction at the lower end of the project will be completed prior to upstream 
improvements to provide early benefits and a usable increment of the project. 

Non-Federal cost.—The cost to local interests in connection with construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $3,093,000 broken down as follows: 


Cash contribution (for lands enhancement) - - _ - $155, 000 
Construction of bridges____- - 841, 000 
Relocation of utilities, sewers, etc = 539, 000 
Lands and easements - - - - ; .-- 1, 508, 000 
Building removal---------- ue a 16, 000 
Channel construction. = ....---...=.-.-- 34, 000 


Total < 3, 093, 000 


In addition, local interests are required to maintain and operate all the works 
including supervision of maintenance and operation of the existing Monroe Street 
Dam on the Kalamazoo River at an estimated cost of $22,000 annually. 

Status of local cooperation.—By resolution dated October 3, 1956, the commission 
of the city of Battle Creek furnished the assurances of local cooperation for the 
entire project, which were accepted on December 18, 1956. The work of obtaining 
lands, easements, and rights-of-way for the initial stage of the project is underway 
and is 70 percent completed. It is anticipated that rights-of-way for work 
scheduled for fiscal years 1958 and 1959 will be furnished as required. Local 
interests have made a cash contribution of $125,000 and are proceeding with other 
requirements of local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$6,170,000 is an increase of $717,000 over the latest estimate ($5,453,000) submit- 
ted to Congress. $154,000 is attributable to price level rise on uncommitted 
work. An increase of $122,000 is based on reanalysis of costs for engineering and 
design and supervision and administration including provisions for retirement 
fund contribution. The balance of the increase ($441,000) in bridge and channel 
work is due to the net effect of bid experience on work placed underway, and 
design changes based on more detailed studies and investigations of foundation 
conditions. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1) fiscal years 1958 and 1959 








Total to Current | Budget fis- 






Balance to 








Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 


(a) | @) (3) (4) (5) 






Relocations__________- aerheeis So) ge OO foe ns cn ce oe $381, 000 | $1, 117, 000 
DI S0 ook sno hts dckeniisce a) (ER OOR OOR ils. tt (256. 000) (165, 000) 
Rod sais. oxtl— bn ntsd ena ukinl Alp UID Nnkiniedicdice mika ($52, 000) 

PGE Aidbidnucak wn wiccntee Sauce Wet Wet Rocbe kee Baoan cee ches ees. 

Engineering and design. ______._.-__.._._- 341, 000 240, 700 82, 100 15, 200 

Supervision and administration - -_-___ a 451, 000 15, 800 84, 800 138, 400 



















Total applied cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contribution)...__| 6,325, 000 280,500 | 1,075,900 | 1,883, 600 
TINUE WO ID oro sane fon nce wefan cn smnd ell 


Total project cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contribution)...__| 6, 325, 000 280,500 | 1,075,900 | 1, 883, 600 
Total cost (Federal funds and non- 
Federal contribution)..._...__..._.._| 6,325,000 280,500 | 1,075,900 | 1,883,600 








FEDERAL FUNDS 


Total applied cost_-..............-..-..--.| 6,170,000 189,100 | 1,075,900 | 1,850,000 
SD SU MII vig cc ndecannennaplng ens mmagnnbandesusesguelestpilbeaeeisdaeaell 









Total project cost..................-- 
Pending adjustments.___-.__._-..-___.---- bce bd ee daddusstiba bus eoddnaltbweeudeute 


ee OO = a , 170, » 1, 075, 900 : 
III at Shite 0k nn cnc nn ccancsleerecsansecs 289, 800 — 134, 800 145, 000 


Total obligations...___.___.---- gee 478, 900 _ 941, 100 | 1,995,000 
























NON-FEDERAL CONTRIRUTION 









Total applied cost... .---- 55, . che 
Undistributed cost, none. ---....-.---- - pi icc agietig ala gee ta piscina NT pe se lh 












‘Tosal project cost.....--...........- 55,000} 91,400 |...........- 
NE sca an aennqnnnciasnnessieelutensathne thsi 


Total cost... ...-... ; 55, i: 
Undelivered orders_-_-_...--..----.-- LAdtieteces |. 


Total obligations. --.....-- 7 ee cicoumeds 
METHOD OF FINANCING : ~ aries 
Federal funds: 



























ib sos shi cine sts 585,000 | 1,630,000 |.........-- 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_|..........-- shina tiie AIL a i I a a 
Unobligated carryover, prior year--..-|....-.-...--]---------.-- 106, 100 795, 000 |_....- 










Total funds available for obligation._|............|.--.-----..- 1, 736, 100 












Appropriation required...............-.--- sligiinaedseseoaiiaenieea in iiichctie 

Non-Federal funds: 
oo EE ee eee ere |---------- 125, 000 
Unobligated carryover, prior year- _.--|-.--- Si ate aes 








Total funds available for een od 
Contribution required__..-.......-..----.| sa MSc te reared es : fee a. ee 



















COST INCREASES 


Mr. Cannon. The justifications indicate there has been an increase 
of almost $1 million in this project’s estimated cost. Since you 
started your engineering and design work in 1956 it would seem you 
should have had a final cost estimate by last year. 

Why have Federal costs gone up 13 percent? That is all the more 
striking because the increase in the cost of the non-Federal expendi- 


land ga Pm meni ela is ih ASIA a tS hea ihe h TNR OERNE 


ee 
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ture has been only 2 percent. Federal costs have gone up 13 percent 
and non-Federal costs have gone up 2 percent. 

General Rumaaer. $154,000 of that increase, Mr. Cannon, is be- 
cause of general escalation in prices; $666,000 involves plan changes; 
$122,000 is for retirement allowances for Federal employees and 
increased supervision and administration. 


We got $225,000 in the way of a reduction on a good bid for dredging 
downstream from 20th Street. 


EAST BARRE RESERVOIR, VT. 


Mr. Cannon. East Barre Reservoir, Vt., insert pages 91—a through 
96 


(The pages referred to follow:) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


East Barre ReEsERvorR, Vt. (MopiricaTIon oF Dam) 


(Continuing) 
Ses CNS. 2 cb cacao a denccasoubeinenelacuaedbvctaanenee $678, 000 
OEE CI ss anc us op cides sellin aici aehehalai dela died nando ae 678, 000 
FRSTOGOR Sei UNE CIs i cs nc nn bk nde eget 0 


The inerease will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete construction of the dam initiated under a continuing 
contract in fiscal year 1957........----.----.-------0-------- $022,000 | $622, 000 0 
pe a eer er ea ae 15, 000 15, 000 0 
Supervision and administration.................--....-.-...-- 41, 000 41, 000 0 
DARA s ~nsa tense atiolasent~ snd <b cnonaienantiter ss atbigk 678, 000 678, 000 0 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
CE EEE EERE SS BT Seen | Same 1608. .......<- June 1958. 
Agi th aincnsudesciakoneledasncendmanetnnaaiadsndalsts December 1958_...| December 1958. 
Permanent operating equipment --_..................-...-.-----.]--.-- ee Do. 
Se BI 6 0a<cnenessninnctadiinethonehdileipathvennetneeindnelibetial inintitiniiiamntoe Do. 


Location.—On the Jail Branch which enters the Winooski River 58.5 miles 
above the mouth, and immediately upstream from the village of East Barre, Vt. 
Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—Authorization based on assuring the safety of the existing 
structure. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Wathoented PaGarel G06 5 an ccsicsnts adds Ss tlacictedatelsiatebsdecianed GR OO fw 
TRStaD FOR Ore BONE asin she bntk hn wind nkcicd bike boca otk OT GOO ic ntbtinttindace 
I NONE il cai Tid cle Sinhala inet Bagi nanpa aE ies © ha adeneeinisties 
I CN sa ieee eteomnde BEE le tcnnmucdendinen 
Petes GHCMRI OT WONONE GONE. 6 5 cnc dccedse ci dicndclccdabnenedsbhedsdcwownts 9 SO haiti ci ndd us 


Appropriations to June 30, 1957 
BROT GE TEE CT FONE Wien nc oddtenccccciecctnnbonstaceseceuicsnan GE U..conbccndntasess 
Appropriations to date. ..........-.....-...... J 1, 522, 000 69 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959. 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth-fill structure. 
Height: Increases existing from 55 to 65 feet. 
Length: Increases existing from 1,040 to 1,460 feet. 
Reservoir capacity: 
Flood control: 12,050 acre-feet. 
No additional storage to be provided by modification of dam. 
Spillway: . 
Type: Ungated concrete ogee with stilling basin (existing concrete sill 
removed). 
Capacity: (Maximum pool) increases existing from 4,000 to 37,100 cubic feet 
per second. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


! 


| Percent Completion 
complete | schedule 


June 19658. 
yee 1958. 


| Do. 


I saiilbeicineinsigsts’ dite denen shlliskeniatatgibls Geetha: aeadamiacaaiiee Iie. 
Dams 


= 
Permanent one esis nt ir 38 
Entire project_- ee 58 


JUSTIFICATION 


The existing spillway capacity, designed on the basis of hydrometeorological 
data available at the time of construction, is inadquate in the light of present 
available data. The project modification involving enlargement of the spillway 
and increasing the dam height will provide sufficient spillway capacity to pass 
safely the maximum flood now considered probable of occurrence. Such a flood 
occurrence with the existing spillway would cause the dam to be overtopped and 
——_ destroyed with attendant widespread destruction and great loss of life. 

amage would be most severe along the Jail Branch, the Stevens Branch in the 
city of Barre (population 10,900), and the Winooski River in the city of Mont- 
pelier (population 8,600), the capital of Vermont. The modification is necessary 
to insure the safety ‘of the structure and safeguard life and property downstream. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $678,000 will be applied to: 


Complete construction of the dam initiated under a continuing contract os 
in fiscal year 1957 $622, 000 

Engineering and design 

Supervision and administration 


Present conditions at this dam are considered to be hazardous because of the 
extremely limited capacity of the spillway which is constructed on earth. There 
is no assurance that a disastrous flood such as occurred in the Northeast as the 
result of the Hurricane Diane (August 19-20, 1955) might not occur at any time. 
Therefore, early completion of construction is considered highly urgent. The 
funds requested will complete the project. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $122,000, all for lands and 
damages. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance is estimated at $1,000 

Status of local cooperation.— Assurances of local cooperation for the project were 
executed by the State of Vermont on July 1, 1956. The State of Vermont advised 
on August 15, 1956 that acquisition of permanent and temporary easements 
required for construction of the project was completed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. However, costs for individual features have been ad- 
justed, within the overall estimate, based on bids received and refinements in 
estimate. 





453 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 

| Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year,| cal year, complete 

Feature estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 


(2) (3) (4) 


Relocations | $300,000 | $185, 200 

t 1, 559, 000 144, 500 
Permanent operating equipment 18, 000 6, 900 
Engineering and design 160, 000 134, 000 
Supervision and administration : 163, 000 35, 600 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 
only) 506, 200 





1, 015, 700 
300 


Total cost (Federal funds only) 1, 016, 000 
Undelivered orders — 406, 800 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


DOUOUIIINGOG «5 niin 33 <. 20 cede oe do dk ebb deeds ecuek 
Unobligated carryover from prior year 


Total funds available for ae 
Appropriations required 


Mr. Cannon. I would like to have inserted at the appropriate 
place in the record a statement which I received from Mr. Rabaut 
who had to be absent on other official business the day we considered 


the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Basin. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


Mr. Rapaut. Mr. Chairman I have read the testimony and as usual you have 
very thoroughly covered the various items included in the budget for Michigan, 
including the surveys and funds for the several small harbor developments. 
The main item, of course, is the Great Lakes connecting channels and I am pleased 
that the original budget for this has been increased from $18 million to $23,500,000 
in line with our request to the Corps of Engineers to provide an economic rate of 
construction on going projects. I just want to add to the testimony that I have 
reviewed the amounts proposed for continuing construction in 1959 on each of 
the nine Michigan projects and I believe the estimates represent the minimum 
that should be provided if we are to complete this essential work in an economical] 
manner. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. “Operation and maintenance.”’ Insert pages 97 
through 105. 


(The pages referred to follow:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors—The budget estimate of $4,870,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on 43 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the Great Lakes harbors and waterways by means of dredging, 
snagging, and repairing harbor jetties and breakwaters; periodic inspections and 
surveys to determine conditions of the projects for programing purposes and 
providing navigation interests with adequate information on existing channel 
conditions; all as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. 
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(c) Surveys of northern and northwestern lakes.—The budget estimate of 
$590,000 is the minimum necessary for continuing the program of revision of 
Great Lakes navigation charts, studies of the Great Lakes levels, and hydraulic 
studies in the St. Mary, St. Clair, Detroit, and Niagara Rivers. The estimate 
includes $100,000 of the $2 million be age in the budget for reduction of the 
backlog of urgently needed work. p-to-date navigation charts are essential to 
the tale navigation of ore carriers, other commercial vessels and Government 
craft. The drafts of lake vessels are rapidly increasing and the St. Lawrence 
seaway will further increase lake traffic by bringing deep-draft ocean vessels to 
the lakes, A large percentage of the offshore waters of the Great Lakes have 
not been sounded since the original surveys were made in periods immediately 
before and after the Civil War. The magnitude of this charting requirement is 
evidenced by the fact that the Great Lakes and their connection channels have 
a water surface area of over 95,000 square miles and a shoreline of some 8,300 
miles. The estimated obligations during fiscal year 1958 for these activities 
amount to $615,192 and actual obligations in fiscal year 1957 were $598,663. 
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4. Fish sanctuary program 
Not applicable to this basin. 


5. Niagara remedial works, New York 


The budget estimate of $40,000 provides for the United States share of the 
estimated total cost of $80,000 for operation and maintenance of remedial works 
on the Niagara River, an international boundary watercourse. Operation and 
maintenance of the project was initiated in fiscal year 1958 and the estimated 
obligations by the United States for that year is $37,500. Pursuant to the 1950 
Niagara Water Treaty with Canada, the two governments constructed remedial 
works necessary to produce an unbroken crestline at Niagara Falls as a measure 
to fulfill the objectives of the treaty to utilize the Niagara River waters and 
preserve and enhance the scenic beauty of the Falls. The project consists of a 
gated control structure from the Canadian shore to a point about one mile above 
the Horseshoe Falls for flow regulation in the Niagara River, and excavation and 
fills on both flanks of the Horseshoe Falls, with the cost divided equally between 
the two governments. In accordance with the Niagara Water Treaty, the expense 
of operation and maintenance is shared equally between the two governments. 
The Corps of Engineers has been designated the United States agency to perform 
this Government’s obligations with respect to the operation and maintenance of 
these works, including the operation of gaging activities in the Niagara River 
above and below the Falls for use in connection with the Canadian-operated con- 


trol structure and reimbursement to Canada for a portion of the costs incurred 
by that Government. 





Obligations 
ES 1 aS echt each, SNS P | Dri | 
Fiscal year | Fiscal year Fiscal year 
1957 1958 (esti- 1959 (esti- Remarks 
mated) mated) | 


a 


Total, Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Basin__| $10, 937,338 | $10,771,423 | $8,398, 734 | Includes an esti- 
| mated $180,034 


| 

| 

unobligated bal- 
| ance brought 


forward. 
Less unobligated balance brought for- ae dst dt ee. SEE — 180, 034 
ward from fiscal year 1958, 
Appropriation request fiscal year |..............].............. | 8, 218, 700 
1959. 


NORTHERN AND NORTHWESTERN LAKES SURVEY 


Mr. Cannon. General Rumaggi, will you bring the committee up 
to date regarding the “Surveys of northern and northwestern lakes’ 
for which $590,000 is requested? 

General Rumaaer. Our lakes survey, as you know, is the agency 
which publishes the Great Lakes Pilot, sounds the lakes, keeps charts 
which make navigation of lakes safe, and also it is involved in the 
hydrology studies and likewise supports the Federal Government in 
its negotiations with our neighbor to the north, helps in hydraulic 
studies incident to the St. Lawrence and St. Mary’s Rivers and the 
Niagara River where we have control of the waters. It has a force 
of about 90 people who are experts in this field, and they are really 
a boon to navigation on the Great Lakes and to this Office. 

Mr. Cannon. Before we adjourn, I would like to call attention to 
the fact that this subject was before us last year. We had another 
witness on this. This is General Rumaggi’s first’ appearance before 
the committee. I will say that I have been very much impressed by 
his comprehensive knowledge of each of these items and his frankness 
with the committee. 

We appreciate the general’s cooperation and we appreciate having 
him with us. 

General Rumager. Thank you, sir. 


q 
\ 
h 
: 
: 
; 
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TuHurspay, Aprit 17, 1958. 


UPPER MISSISSIPPI BASIN 


WITNESSES 


MAJ. GEN. L. J. RUMAGGI, NORTH CENTRAL DIVISION 

MAJ. GEN. W. A. CARTER, PRESIDENT MISSISSIPPI RIVER COM- 
MISSION AND DIVISION ENGINEER, LOWER MISSISSIPPI VALLEY 
DIVISION 

MARSHALL E. BUSH, CHIEF, PROGRAM CONTROL DIVISION, 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER COMMISSION 

COL, A. C. NAUMAN, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS, MIDDLE- 
WESTERN DIVISIONS 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. The committee will be in order. 

General Rumaggi, we have the upper Mississippi River Basin item 
now and we will first take up the question of “‘General investigations” 
for which you requested $199,000. 

We will insert pages 3 and 4. I assume there are no questions on 
this project. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


1. Examinations and Surveys 

(a) Navigation studies.—None. 

(b) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $199,000 is requested for prosecution 
of 9 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit completion of 
7 reports and progress on 2 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 














Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
vodatustknateneiadiharedts i ceannasihaeapibnhaiuiasdahaceigiaischiaaischeiins 
ILLINOIS 
Columbia Drainage and Levee District __-__--- $39, 400 $23, 000 $16, 400 0 
Kankakee River, Ill. and Ind-- Saeaecamee 124, 000 85, 900 38, 100 
IOWA 
Des Moines River _- : 89, 000 19, 700 5, 000 $64, 300 
Iowa and Cedar Rivers, Iowa and Minn_...____- 310, 100 289, 100 21, 000 0 
Mississippi River urban areas, Iowa, Illinois, 
eens. 02) ot li Seek ; 193, 000 84, 700 54, 500 53, 800 
Tunnel Mill Dam, “Boone River.. tks alate 34, 000 5, 000 29, 000 0 
MINNESOTA 


Redwood River at Marshall_.................-- 38, 000 25, 000 13, 000 0 
TR Oa whch ects sagan conc snesnceseonne 25, 000 0 
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ConstTRUCTION, GENERAL 
ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN 
IOWA RIVER-FLINT CREEK LEVEE DISTRICT NO. 16, IOWA 


Mr. Cannon. We will insert pages 6 and 7, and I assume there 
are no questions. 


(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DE- 
SIGN—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Iowa RivER—F unt Creek LEvEE District No. 16, Iowa 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located along the Iowa and Mississippi 
Rivers in Louisa and Des Moines Counties, Iowa. The plan of improvement 
provides for the raising and strengthening of the existing Mississippi River 
main stem and flank levees, and related work. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 


Benefit cost ratio.— 1.38 to 1. ° 
Summarized financial data 

RAMBO PORTE CORK), 20 ceok~ scandens iwi eeewhle OX $7, 570, 000 
Betimated nen-F caer! OOGR, .. «45. bidesus hone esac en eo beds 184, 000 

Cant CGR RIRIOE.. «onc oes deen Hobicak ofeie adieu dtd 

SPUOe GOMES 2 osc os nin cen bb Sea «8 Rae oe 184, 060 
Tatal estimated project costs ind. dissin ds Gem dedi beste eadk 7, 754, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate... ......-..-..6L-s2 ei sees 300, 000 
Aperouristions to dune Sa, 1906... on ce ca ence 50, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959___.........._-_-_-- z 150, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959__ 100, 000 


Justification ——The project will provide a high degree of flood protection to 
three adjoining drainage districts containing 48,800 acres of highly productive 
farmland, including 235 sets of improvements (farm buildings) valued in excess 
of $5,000 each, on 240 operating farm units. Rural population is about 1,300 
persons. Also included in the area to be benefited is the town of Oakville, Iowa, 
population 360 with about 100 residences, a consolidated school, and several 
commercial units. Additionally, in the district are 7 miles of Minneapolis & St. 
Louis Railway mainline track and 22 miles of county and State highways. 

During the high water of January 1946 and June 1947, failure occurred in the 
flank levee along the Iowa River (bordering the area on the north) causing inunda- 
tion of that portion of the area above Hawkeye-Dolbee Diversion Ditch. During 
the April-May 1951 and the April-May 1952 Mississippi River floods, heavy 
expense, and great effort on the part of residents of the area, augmented by 
National Guard troops, were required for emergency works to prevent failure 
and/or overtopping of the levees. Flood damages in the amounts of $924,100 
and $352,000 (current prices) caused by the January 1946 and the June 1947 floods, 
respectively, would be prevented from recurring. Expenditures incurred for 
emergency protective works and losses to crops caused by seepage of water through 
the existing levee system during the 1951 and 1952 high water periods amounted 
to $298,000 and $249,300 respectively (current prices). Damages that would be 
prevented by the improvement if the project design flood occurred are estimated 
at $3,469,100 at current prices. 

Non-Federal costs—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $184,000, broken down as follows: 


INI cra a hg ot thie a si pesca ecsa ofl anes deb epakapeeiin stadia: can ene alee $146, 000 
TOI os oss oe ao ere ane te es aor pease an ae 38, 000 
RO iid ocd ctidSeeeblc dU ee ee 184, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, opera- 
tion, and replacements will total $12,660. 


25230—58—pt. 2——-30 
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Status of local cooperation.—In 1950, the commissioners of the Iowa River— 
Flint Creek Levee District No. 16, expressed willingness and ability to comply 
with the requirements of local cooperation. Formal assurances will be requested 
upon completion of definite project studies, expected by September 1959. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$7,570,009 is an increase of $450,000 over the latest estimate ($7,120,000), sub- 
mitted to Congress. Of this increase $314,000 is due to higher price levels and 
$136,000 is due to reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and 
supervision and administration including provision for contributions to the 
retirement fund. 


























RED ROCK RESERVOIR, IOWA 


Mr. Cannon. We will now take up Red Rock Reservoir, $175,000 

and we will insert pages 9 and 10. 
Are there any questions? 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


bh MG AGT 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND 
DESIGN—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


nanapisianteti ibaa efesnir™ 


Rep Rock REsErRvorr, lowa 
(Continuation of Planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located on the Des Moines River, a 
tributary of the Mississippi River, in Marion, Warren, Jasper and Polk Counties, 
Iowa. The plan of improvement provides for an earth dam with a concrete, 


i gated spillway and outlet works together with necessary alterations to highways, 
| railroads, and utilities. 
; Authorization.—1938 and 1944 Flood Control Acts. 


; Benefit/cost ratio.—1.28 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 
Estimated Federal cost____ _. id LG DU PEAR 6 badd ee a eee 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 














TERE ME MEOROCS CORE... on nen nce cen nhen diene ine $1, 400, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate -_..___........-.----.------- 1, 800, 000 
po Ne ge ee eee ee 1, 495, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959___........-...---------- 175, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959- 130, 000 


Justification.—The project will prevent or reduce flood damages which occur 
to crops and property on 65,000 acres along the Des Moines River and on about 
216,000 acres in the Mississippi River flood plain between the mouth of the Des 
Moines River and Hanburg Bay, Ill. The project will provide almost complete 
elimination of the substantial average flood damages in 11 communities having a 
combined population in excess of 39,000 persons. Ten railroad and nine State 
and/or Federal highway crossings will be benefited as will those rail lines located 
in the valley. Additionally, important benefits will be realized by industrial, 
commercial, residential, utilities, agricultural, railroad, and highway properties 
along the Mississippi River downstream from the mouth of the Des Moines River. 
Flood damages preventable by the project during major flood periods in 1944 and 
1947 are estimated to be $4,320,100 and $17,407,100, respectively, at current 
prices. 

Non-Federal costs —None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
of $81,400,000 is an increase of $1,200,000 over the latest estimate ($80,200,000) 
submitted to Congress. This increase is due primarily to higher price levels, 
and includes provisions for contributions to the retirement fund. 
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Mr. JENSEN. When was the $1,495,000 appropriated and what has 
been accomplished with it? 

General Rumacat. Appropriations to this project have been as 
follows: 


Through fiscal year 1953 

Allocation, fiscal year 1954 
Allocation, fiscal year 1955 
Allocation, fiscal year 1956. 
Allocation, fiscal year 1957_. 
Allocation, fiscal year 1958 


---. 1, 495, 300 

The general design memorandum has been completed and specific 
design memoranda have been completed for hydrology and hydraulic 
analysis, site selection and conservation storage. Other studies and 
negotiations concerning railroad relocations are in process. 

Mr. JENSEN. Is this a dry dam proposition so to speak? 

General Rumaaat. Provision will be made for a 50,000 acre-feet 
conservation pool on an interim basis pending construction of the 
Saylorville Reservoir. When construction of the Saylorville Reservoir 
is started, a joint study is to be undertaken by the Corps of Engineers 
and the lowa Natural Resources Council to establish and allocate the 
conservation storage required in Saylorville and Red Rock Reservoirs 
to maintain the desired minimum flows at Des Moines and Ottumwa. 

Mr. JENSEN. What is the proposed storage capacity? What was 
the acre-foot flow at the Red Rock dam site > in. the period the Des 
Moines River below Red Rock was above flood stage in 1944 and 1947? 

General Rumaacar. The storage capacity is 1,850,000 acre-feet. 


The flow for the 1944 and 1947 floods at Ottumwa, Iowa, the nearest 
gage, was as follows: 


1944 flood: Total volume above 20,000 cubic feet per second at Ottumwa, Iowa 
was 1,400,000 acre-feet. 

1947 flood: Total volume above 20,000 cubic feet per second at Ottumwa, Iowa 
was 2,400,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres will be inundated when the reservoir 
is full? How much of this will be in fee and how much flowage? 
How many people will be displaced? 

General Rumaaat. 65,400 acres will be inundated when the reservoir 
is filled to the spillway crest. Of this total acreage 34,200 acres will 
be in fee and 31,200 in flowage easements. A total of 1,750 persons 
will be displaced. 

Mr. Jensen. What part of the estimated cost, in dollars, is for 
relocations? 

General Rumaaat. $27,340,200. 

Mr. Jensen. How much for land in fee? How much for flowage 
rights? 

General Rumaaar. The estimated cost of lands to be acquired in 
fee is $9,745,000 and $3,376,000 for flowage easements. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the status of the proposed Saylorville Reser- 
voir? It is an alternate to this project? 

General Rumaaat. Authorization for the Saylorville Reservoir was 
contained in the recently vetoed omnibus bill. The Saylorville Res- 
ervoir is a supplement to the Red Rock Reservoir for control of flood 
flows on the Des Moines River. 








466 


CoNSTRUCTION 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN MISSOURI RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 


Mr. Cannon. Under “Construction” we will take up the Mississippi 
River, rectification of damages, $65,000, and insert pages 11 through 
15. 

(The pages referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION) 
Mississipr1 RiveER BeTweeN Missouri RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 


(RECTIFICATION OF DAMAGES) 




















(Continuing) 
i RN = eae be eS Se ee ieee ee $65, 000 
ene ee ee ene old vate as Cob omen web Cade 65, 000 
mmercames in: TRON elioen nS ee cae a oe 0 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget | Revised | Increase 
| estimate | 
| 
Funds in the amount of $65,000 requested for fiscal year 1959 
will be utilized for continuing annual payments to levee and 
drainage districts for increased pumping costs during calen- 
is aetna ee b ann aseckipescuescasenees $65, 000 | $65, 000 0 
Revised completion schedule 
| 1959 budget | Revised estimate 
Acquisition of lowlands-- Atienza odsiacie Mn .| Completed, 
Remedial works, pools 18 OI ace ladec i ae Medctnkieb ddan daca Mind do saul Do. 
Capitalized costs, drainage districts.__........._- __.....-.--| December 1964. () 
Annual payments, drainage districts__............... nepqueagamm ee EROS () 





1 Completion date dependent on enactment of legislation authorizing lump sum payment. 


Location.— Mississippi River, from the vicinity of Clinton, Iowa, to Alton, II. 
Authorization.—1937 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1 for the upper Mississippi River canalization project. 


Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
EE EN ining dnncvs Snacctennenebensnabcagndeunbaniesen ait $5, 385, 000 |..-...-...... 
a nin nnchandnwaaswnasebcsnennibemnacimuase DS intpiaeaiieiies 
i eo oid medina nena Ol. 3c. 
ol ace oes collins ahah tan win ahi aden catbaiieeieeed abla DEE cinereus citioncncs 
EIN WING ois on ns edb ddencene enn anne ha dt ee 
Apprepeiatsons te Fume 90, 1007... 6... 222 ce ands ewncncnsnnnness DRIED biscticicpnismes 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_-.............-.-..--.---- silehqpwhpingea SEE Bicdsabuiecgabiute 
I I olin ain sig S45 4h pose mee nsed ade ngcicebutnan enki 2, 333, 000 43 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_._...-. inn epee vats alrem tars 65, 000 45 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__._...............--.----..-.--- 2, 987, 000 pe 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Under the River and Harbor Act of 1937, provision is made for annual payments 
for increased pumping costs of 15 levee and drainage districts situated in pools 
14, 17, 18, 20, 21, and 22. Also provided for is acquisition of lowlands, the per- 
formance of certain remedial work and capitalized lump sum payments 


for damages. 
Status (Jan.1, 1958) 


Percent complete Completion 
schedule 


Sebepeea at Weenies oo 5 sn ah a ee Completed___._..- 


Remedial works, pools 18 and 21--.. .......................-...... ae sratinanne nega 
Capitalized costs, drainage districts......................-......- Not started __.__.. December 1964. 
Annual payments, drainage districts_...................:.--..--- Continuing. -~___.- Do. 


Justification—In accordance with provisions of the River and Harbor Act of 
August 26, 1937, annual payments must be made to certain drainage and levee 
districts to reimburse them for any increased cost of operation and maintenance 
due to operation of navigation pools until such time as capitalized lump-sum 
payments can be made. Certain studies have been performed and records 
maintained in connection with annual payments to drainage and levee districts 
pending capitalized lump-sum settlements and final discharge of the Government’s 
obligation for rectification of damages. 

Fiscal year 1958.—F unds in the amount of $65,000 requested for fiscal year 1959 
will be utilized for continuing annual payments to levee and drainage districts for 
increased pumping costs during calendar year 1958. 

Non-Federal costs —None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$5,385,000 is an increase of $422,000 from the latest estimate ($4,963,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Of this increase, $390,000 is due to necessary extension of 
annual payments pending authorization and appropriation of funds for capitalized 
lump-sum payments, and $32,000 is due to revision of estimate for supervision 
and administration costs based on a reanalysis of requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 













Total to Current | Budget fis- 
Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 


Feature 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 


-—- 


MODIFICATION IN RIVER AND HARBOR 
ACT OF AUG. 26, 1937 (H. D. 34/75/1) 


I 3 on en eee 
Uncompleted units: 
Lands and damages__-__.......-_- wai 
Engineering and design _.._.......--.-- 
Supervision and administration - -- -_-- 


4 applied costs (Federal funds 


$979, 600 GOP Gee fon. oso en: paceman nun aieveiecen ee 


3, 733, 900 797, 100 $57, 600 $57, 
412, 500 382, 600 4, 700 4, 
259, 000 108, 000 , 3, 





5,385,000 | 2, 267, 300 65, 700 65, 


5, 385,000 | 2, 267,300 65, 700 65, 000 





Total cost (Federal funds only) -...-- 
‘Undelivered orders.......................- 


Fated CUAIIE s ek sens sicsccccsnk Sctignastia 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Si Sse Bik S. aeazaedecenks 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956. ....|..-.....---- 
Unobligated carryover from prior isnt ienfniailieidcenal 


Total funds available for obligation 
Appropriation required.................-... 
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Mr. Cannon. General Rumaggi, what is the current status of legis- 
lation on capitalizing costs for this program? 

General Rumaaar. Mr. Cannon, as you know, the authorization 
for paying these capitalized costs was in the omnibus bill which failed 
of Presidential approval, so we are not in a position to predict "how 
much longer we will have to continue paying the annual damages. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN THE OHIO AND MISSOURI RIVERS, 
ILL. AND MO. 


Mr. Cannon. On the Mississippi River between the Ohio and Mis- 
souri Rivers, under regulating works, the budget estimate is $1 million. 


We will insert pages 16—a through 20 unless there are some questions 
on that. 


(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


MississipP1 RivER BETWEEN THE OunIO AND Missouri Rivers, Itt. anp Mo. 
(REGULATING Works) 


(Continuing) 
I OG net eS SCR LS LG Seek BOL le $500, 000 
ne eS Sher Sa ee). Aly aim malig 1, 000, 000 
pean as DOGmeL Crumase....... oo ep cnt ee cake .-. 500,000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


| 
1959 budget | Revised | Increase 
































estimate 
a ts a eee eee $325,000 | $572, 500 _ $247, 600 
Eo anne were asininteinsnaiincerinepentichts 107, 000 | 287, 500 . 180, 500 
Engineering and design>*:---....-._.. She agement 20, 000 | 40, 000 20, 000 
Supervision and administration. -------.-.-.---- 2222-22 48, 000 | 100,000 |* * 52, 000 

ed ee 500,000 | 1, 000,000 500, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
“Te ee <_<. > 
1959 budget | Revised estimate 
Entire project . ---------| June 1967. 
CN iets ot ean acs do. Do. 

Revetment Do. 
Dredging June 1965. 
Rock removal June 1967. 





Location.—The project involves improvement of the Mississippi River from the 
mouth of the Ohio River to the mouth of the Missouri River. 

Authorization.—1927 and 1930 River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio —4.5 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Tate ate 0) nko coin basin vb ocds een sbis ee $50, 300/000 |_._._.........-- 
Estimated non-Federal cost: 
Cash contributions .._.......-.. -- 5 cacsTSSiesceesn sree e ree ee 
I i a eee od winbmaatie aided Re omits lec 
Se Te line heii ea ackanakee OU et ....wokSbs uke 
I SE Onn bi hte ne penne ansanods batawaaenen’ <<»  _ ees 
Apovropriations for fiscal year 1958... ...................-. 2... a S 500, 060 |_....--. 5 
II Ck entice dicwauintpacnaiialn Neils aaa 42, 833, 000 7 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959...........--..---..--..--.-.-- 500, 000 73 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__ - aliaeriniast al phinis aastaraebasta SuGAMee 15. 967, 000 |. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


The project provides for obtaining and maintaining a 9-foot depth channel for 
a distance of 195 miles by construction of dikes and revetment to restrict the 
channel, by closing sloughs and secondary channels, protecting banks from ero- 
sion, and by dredging and rock removal: Minimum channel width from the 


mouth of the Ohio River to St. Louis is to be 300 feet and thence 200 feet to the 
mouth of the Missouri River. 


Status (Jan. 1, 19658) 





Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
Ba cdntes a tee eee A iicidedcencatene tiiasaspeeiad 79 | June 1971. 
NIL... 5. «.d2cusantoenimeendiadets hint ilies niin ts agitate siadindia nitions 66 Do, 
Rs occ cadddcdguecotoadem Jabda Reet Oe oie soe ase pent ten ee 60 Do. 
Reese Cece ee en .1 15) on ee eens Pa nginkenammeeadaa 6 Do. 


IN NG seici ak oss oh roid keene see ste aaeees 72 Do. 








Justification.—The Mississippi River is a major artery of the inland waterway 
system and the section between the Ohio and Missouri Rivers is essential for the 
development of through commerce. The estimated annual cost for channel 
maintenance dredging is $750,000 and for regulating works (dikes and revet- 
ment), and miscellaneous maintenance $885,000. It is estimated that upon com- 
pletion of the project these costs will be reduced to $300,000 annually for channel 
maintenance dredging, and $500,000 annually for regulating works maintenance. 
Thus, there will be an estimated annual saving of $835,000 in cost of maintenance. 
In view of the great increase in tonnage of this reach of the river and the antici- 
pated continued increase, it is important that work be tontinued and the project 
works installed as soon as practicable in order to retain the desired alinement for 
the navigation channel. he commerce on this reach of the waterway has in- 
creased steadily from 3 million tons in 1942 to 22,895,688 tons in 1956. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The amount of $500,000 will be applied to: 


RAGIN CHRON. oo ie en cn nce beater node cdecaucnmunece Gansu $325, 000 
Contes revetment... 05 cc cesece cc seccccecccccaccseasescaceetes 107, 000 
isineeting amd design... « .<cac conc cucccsceccacecssrsssessceeee 20, 000 
Supervision and administration... .~...<---.-<.2-62i2-22--- ecelee 48, 000 

WW s ncmcvkiadakdvdndwd dada atucedatieonmeneaaedsaree 500, 000 


The revetment work scheduled is necessary to maintain-the proper bank aline- 
ment.at.locations in the reach from*mile 26—40 where the desired alinement has 
been attained. The dikes are essential to reduce dredging in the reach miles 
68-96, Illinois and Missouri, where dredging at 20 localities has been required in 
the past 8 years. 

Status of local cooperation.—Bank protection permits” are now being obtained 
from private owners in those instances where this district is constructing revet- 
ment along the banks of the Mississippi River. These permits include the right 
to enter on the lands for construction and maintenance of the revetment work. 
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Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$59,300,000 is an increase of $900,000 over the latest estimate ($58,400 ,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Of this increase $793,200 is applicable to price level rise and 
$106,800 is due to reanalysis of the requirements for engineering and design 


and ‘supervision and administration, including provisions for contributions to 
retirement fund. 







Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 






Total to Current | Budget fis-} Balance to 

Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 



























I clade IIa So RI Ri 


900 

Ue oie lcci iSphettesnsa sede asiie 54, 014, 100 , 466, 900 $397, 700 $383, 000 | $14, 7 500 
Engineering and design__......._--- eee 490, 600 283, 200 16, 000 20, 000 171 
Supervision and administration 


only applied cost (Federal funds 









Total cost (Federal funds only) -.---- 
Undelivered orders 


7 eoneener (Federal funds 








METHOD OF FINANCING (FEDERAL FUNDS 







Appropriation 





Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956._.--|------.-.--- +50, 000 |... Soa tE ratee te een aaal 
Unobligated carryover from prior year--__.-|-.--- waite Roh ans ean hak SOOO lenctncccnndshnimnp ncagee 
Total funds available for obligation__|_..-....-.-- 42, 333, 500 GAO tices ee 


I ao nttis ind cnnnntnmnncelenncnamandnckeninimhein sage dian Nain 


Saunebae tages) oe eh gol Bl ca | 





ST. ANTHONY FALLS EXTENSION, MINNESOTA 








Mr. Cannon. We will now take up the St. Anthony Falls extension 
for which $1,100,000 is requested and we will insert pages 2la 
through 30. 


(The pages referred to follow:) 
{ CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCKS AND DAMS (NAVIGATION) 


Sr. ANTHONY Fatus Extension, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 










(Continuing) 
nn ce ncemevassicviicpyeiews var eppnaens damanel 

Tne op oodsnsdwav enue sees sdb 1, 100, 000 
Increase in budget estimate 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget 


Construction of esplanade, lower lock and dam $10, 000 
aa ye construction of power, control and lighting, lower 
and dam 20, 000 
Initiate relocation of utilities at upper lock site 45, 000 
Initiate intermediate pool dredging 300, 000 
Initiate alteration of Great Rethen rey stone-arch 
bridge ; 0 
Initiate upper lock construction nike 2 0 
Engineering and design_- 15, 000 
Supervision and administration 10, 000 


BE sf 
s|8228 28. . 


. 
BE 


400, 000 


g 





Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget Revised estimate 


Entire project _-_- ; sen Fiscal year 1966_..| June 1963. 
Lower poo! channels.--____-_-- i _...-----}| June 1966 Do. 


Lower lock and dam_.-_-- November 1958____| November 1958. 
Lock and dam construction_- Sasa ial a Cates Rit ea November 1956__..| November 1956. 
Power, control and ae Sa th adiahnddoiei an toda _.| September 1958____| September 1958. 
Esplanade ; waccstessignsge ee ch alatecenioclies iy ttstncoteiocned dienes ine oie aE November 1958. 
Intermediate pool _- Ba a ade -aaiaitadias bee December 1960 _- November 1960. 


Upper lock _. ee aaa _..--.----| December 1965_...| December 1962. 
Upper lock power, control and lighting. Sp anaeidesadankeicaied ih oasks Gis. oss Do. 


Esplanade and utilities_____.__- easiness Sodbanio<sevsasivay sie November 1962. 
Upper pool _.| December 1965_.-.| June 1962. 


Location.—On the Mississippi River, 853 to 857.6 miles above the mouth of the 
Ohio River at Minneapolis, Minn. 
Authorization.—1945 and prior River and Harbor Acts. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.03 to 1.0 (for all work remaining after completion of lower 
lock and dam), 
Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
est mated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost 
Estimated non-Federal cost_-. 
Cash contributions - -_- 
Other costs 
Total estimated project cost _ 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957. 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 
Appropriations to date --_- 
epee eens requested for fiscal year 1959 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 


1 Includes permanent transfer to the project of $1,290,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Lower dam: 

Type: Concrete gravity. 

Height: 25 feet. 

Length: 453 feet (including 223-foot spillway section). 
Lower lock: 

Size: 56 by 400-foot clear chamber. 

Normal lift: 25 feet. 

Upper gate: Tainter. 

Lower gates: Miter. 

There is also an upper gate bay for an auxiliary lock with a 56-foot Tainter 

gate. 
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Spillway (lower dam): 
Type: Gate controlled, with three 56-foot tainter gates, with stilling basin. 
Channel: 
4.6 miles long, 9 feet deep, 150 feet minimum width except at bridges. Wid- 
ened channel to provide turning basins. 
Upper lock (to be constructed in existing upper dam): 
Size 56- by 400-foot clear chamber. 
Normal lift: 49 feet. 
Upper gates: Miter, with tainter gate for emergency. 
Lower gates: Miter. 
Relocations: 
Railroad bridges and privately owned utilities, as follows: 
Provide pier protection for two bridges. 
Raise one bridge. 
Reconstruct channel spans of two bridges. 
Relocate 2 submarine cables and 1 power substation and lines. 
Alter one gas main. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 











| Percent Completion schedule 
complete 
conarectptect -——_|—_-— aeiaieeceai ec apcigeeninisDahiahiaahaliiaaiel 

IIS goog desc ocdneceonesunces 36 | Entire project, fiscal year 1966. 
te Kae oie acetone nia | 66 | Lower pool: Channels, June 1966. 

SE, pncgincoo— neces oneracese seo! 100 | 

nn a a 60 | 
Lower lock and dam unit__...._.._- ciate 95 | Lower lock and dam, November 1958: 


Lock and dam construction, November 1956. 
| Power, control, and lighting, September 1958. 
| Esplanade, November 1958. 
| Intermediate pool, December 1960. 
| Upper lock, December 1965. 
| Power, control, and lighting, December 1965. 
| Esplanade and utilities, June 1966. 
Rp NE ola inetrnme an .| Upper pool, December 1965. 
| | 


Intermediate pool unit_..............--- 
Upper lock unit.........-- ai alloca | 


oo 





So 


Justification — Minneapolis, Minn, is at head of navigation on Mississippi 
River and is potentially one of the most important ports on the Mississippi River 
system. Present harbor, storage, and transportation facilities are extremely 
inadequate under existing conditions, and are not capable of expansion in the 
present 100-foot-deep gorge, whereas above St. Anthony Falls there is ample 
space for harbor facilities near to the center of Minneapolis industry, adjacent 
to a large network of railroads, and where the water level is only about 20 feet 
below top of banks which are approximately at the level of the surrounding city. 
The proposed improvement will enable commerce to pass over St. Anthony Falls 
and gain access to this advantageous area. Commercial traffic in the Twin Cities 
area of St. Paul and Minneapolis has been steadily increasing, amounting to 
3,275,000 tons in 1956. 

Fiscal year 1959.—'The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied to: 


Construction of esplanade, lower lock, and dam_____-.-_-.-.----- ... $10, 000 
Complete construction of power, control, and lighting, lower lock and 


a a rare ot olen ws Se ee aw he ee ere 20, 000 
Initiate relocation of utilities at upper lock SC cea lec eeete 45, 000 
Initiate intermediate pool dredging male oe tee ea ths Sica cna Ais cy esa Ek a ce 
Engineering SIE = > = ca So caanp ere ae imap san ra ee 
Supervision and administration____ i ting ee 








si tea Joe csunialt cgi ames ae 


The funds requested will permit completion of the lower lock and dam of the 
project, initiation of removal of utilities at the upper lock site, initiation of 
intermediate pool dredging, and continuation of planning to assure continuity 
of construction progress. 
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Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $3,195,000 broken down 
as follows: 


Gs oO Ss lh ob SU oc No Gb Oean ee enwdamoneme $300, 000 
ecttions of bridges and utilities... .5..ins cchomk oneecsiceweases 1, 795, 000 
Cain SOmNatOn and ah sce cdnwss EE) SRL LEE 1, 100, 000 

AI i een dn nde ci piven ieee de on acs aha ae ae a “8, 195, 000 


Local interests advise that they have expended about $3,500,000, will have 
spent $4,500,000 by the end of 1957 and in excess of $6 million by 1960 in con- 
nection with the project, including the initial required investment indicated above. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Minneapolis furnished assurances that 
the requirements of local cooperation would be met which were approved by 
Secretary of War on October 2, 1945. The city has made payment of the 
$1,100,000 cash contribution and has furnished land as required for work under 
way. ‘Lands and rights-of-way for the intermediate pool dredging, scheduled to 
be advertised in July 1958, will be requested early in 1958. Local interests have 
completed raising one bridge, have rebuilt a second and are completing replace- 
ment of a third. They have established a tax program to raise necessary funds. 

Comparison: of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal eost estimate of 
$33,300,000 is an increase of $2,355,000 over the latest estimate submitted to 
Congress ($30,945,000, July 1956). Of this amount $1,250,000 represents an 
increase in the cost of the lower lock and dam contract resulting from a change 
order; $999,200 is due to the increase in price levels; the balance is due to refine- 
ment of the estimates for various features of work based on further studies and a 
. reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and for supervision and 
administration, including amounts required for retirement contributions. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Current Budget fis- | Balance to 






































| Totalto | 
Feature | Project cost} June 30, fiscal year | cal year complete 
| estimate 1957 | 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
i 
(1) P= eb. @ | © (6) 
aii es Rd —|— fetal 
Lower pool: | 
Relocations_.- nondaviedundlidendaiia $195, 400 $195, 400 - iether wees orilsilhineniith Waleed 
Ohannels_--_- oe 1, 348,800 | 809, 000 $539, 800 
Engineering and design. " 41, 600 30, 400 ba 11, 200 
Supervision and administration 171, 500 18 900 41, 600 
Subtotal, lower pool. 1, 757, 300 } 1, , 164, 90 Scie Wi Adin als 592, 600 
Cas SSS ee = 
Lower lock and dam: | 
Relocations___- 35, 400 35, 400 | cee Sata io a 
Dams ‘ 3, 304,800 | 2,634, 800 $640, 000 | $30, 000 
Locks. 5, 957, 100 4, 885, 500 1, 027, 600 | 44, 000 
Roads. 69, 700 53, 100 16, 600 sas i 
Buildings, “grounds and utilities wid 37, 800 7, 800 | 20, 000 10, 000 
Permanent operating equipment- . -- _- 100, 000 |... ..- — 63, 000 a7, 000 1.3...u..2... 
Engineering and design ___- L 717, 400 683, 800 30, 000 | EE ete dickens 
Supervision and administration ___- 1, 007, 500 890, 400 107, 700 6 MO. Sli 
Subtotal, lower lock and dam... 11, 229, 700 9, 190, 800 1, 904, 900° 134, 000 s 
Intermediate pool: 
Channels ____- 929, 200 ai lias dn erened 100, 000 829, 200 
Engineering and design _. : 15, 200 7, 100 5, 100 200 2, 800 
Supervision and administration 71,500 700 500 7, 800 62, 500 
Subtotal, intermediate pool.___- 1,015, 900 7, 800 5, 600 108, 000 894, 500 
Upper lock: . 5 | | % if 
I i a sabste diseseh 1, 103, 100 |----- bel~« --| 45, 000 1, 058, 100 
Locks......__- 3 13, 455, 200 “i: 13, 455, 200 
i in nhtutlsiiciahs danteebiniivnanda ats a EE Cc tiiictinc Ceizen el ins inmate 5 13, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_.___- §1, 800 }_..-- a : in ities 51, 800 
Engineering and design_--__-- eh ald 776, 600 | 306, 700 230, 700 131, 200 108, 000 
Supervision and administr: ation. .____- 1, 144, 600 27, 900 5, 300 16, 800 1, 094, 600 
Subtotal, upper lock_.__. 16, 544, 300 | | _ 384, 600 236, 000 193,000 | 15,780,700 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959——-Continued 


Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 

Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959. after fiscal 
year 1959 


(1) 


Upper pool: 
ORS Sus De ane dccciosnens .-| $1,314,000 |__- 
Channels 2, 121, 400 
Engineering and design_-__ 146, 500 
Supervision and administration 270, 900 


Subtotal, upper pool.___....-.....--. 3, 852, 800 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contribution) .| 34,400,000 | 10,713,700 | $2, 146, 500 $435,000 | 21, 104, 800 
Undistributed cost: Total project cost | 
(Federal funds and non-Federal contri- 


bution) ____- 34, 400,000 | 10,713,700 | 2, 146, 500 435,000 | 21, 104, 800 
Pending adjustments: “Total cost (F ederal 
funds and non-Federal contribution). .._| 34, 400,000 | 10,713,700 | 2,146, 500 435,000 | 21,104, 800 
Federal funds: | 
Total applied cost__........_-- 33, 300, 000 10, 333,700 | 2, 146, 500 435,000 | 20,384, 800 
Undistributed cost. ...............-.- ‘ 


Total project cost. - : ...---| 33, 300,000 | 10, 333, 700 | 2, 146, 500 | "435, +000 | ~ 20, 384, 800 


Pending adjustments . een ; ; ; 
Total cost 33, ; 10, 333, 700 2, 146, 500 435, 000 20, 384, 800 
Undelivered orders _.| 150, 100 —85, 100 135, 000 — 200, 000 
Total obligations 10, 483,800 | 2,061, 400 570, 000 20, 184, 800 
Non-Federal funds: 
Total applied cost._.......__.-- : , 100, | Be, O00 Fe. 2 dh sk Je! } 720, 000 
Undistributed cost. ..........-....--.-}.-.- beac diets g |. 4 
Total project e~st____-- J \ A Et chai dhanainn Histetinentoonehtinene ct 720, 000 
Pending adjustments... ain salting i : Scat enailiiieen i 
Total cost_ ee aces 2 , . | 380, 000 AS bet StS 720, 000 
Indelivered orders -- ier aaa hb Bis Fede: baie — 
Total obligations. ._-___- b>. dt await 380, 000 j.... Sena hoc alae ea cae 720, 000 





METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds: 
Appropriations ____- Bs 10, 965, 200 

Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956____- 

Unobligated carry-over from prior year____- 





Total funds available for ny : 
Appropriation required ibaa seeps 
Non-Federal contributions: 

Contribution _- 
Unobligated carry-0Vv er from prior year_- Gis ee 





Total funds available for obligation _- 
Contribution required 





COST INCREASE 


Mr. Cannon. Last year we were advised that the total cost esti- 
mate was reasonably firm. Now it has increased by $2,355,000. 
What is the reason for this increase? 

General Rumaacer. Mr. Cannon, $999,200 represents the increase 
in escalation of the prices of the remaining features to be built. 

Mr. Cannon. You attribute that solely to the increase in costs of 
labor and materials? 

General Rumaaat. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. To do the remaining work, $999,200 additional 
required? 

General Rumaaar. Yes, sir. Additionally, we probably inad- 
vertently failed to re port to the committee that there was a change 
order pending on the lower lock and which we have settled in this 
past year for $1,250,000 which I believe the committee has been 
informed of. The balance of $101,400 represents retirement and 
small changes in supervision and administration. 
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Mr. Cannon. What effect does this increase have on the overall 
economic feasibility of the project? 

General Rumaaat. I believe that it has not changed it materially, 
Mr. Congressman. 
LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 





Mr. Cannon. Has any thought been given to an increase in local 
contribution because of this total cost increase? It seems to me that 
as the project increases, the contributions should increase. 

General Rumaaat. The Authorization Act provides for a specific 
amount of local cooperation, Congressman Cannon, and we have not, 
therefore, gone to the local interests for any further consideration. 
They have complied with their requirements completely. 

Mr. Cannon. I note you say the benefit-cost ratio has dropped 
from 1.03 to 1.0. 

General Rumaaat. No; the ratio is 1.03 to 1, Mr. Congressman. 





















UTILITY RELOCATION 





Mr. Cannon. Last year you allocated $93,300 to continue the relo- 
cation of utilities in the upper lock site and yet your justifications show 
$45,000 to initiate relocation of utilities in the upper lock site. 

General Rumaaat. I can explain that, sir. 

This project, like the others that I testified to this morning, was 
one of those that we had slowed up in accordance with the feeling to 
slow up on obligating more money this past 8 months. We took 
$100,000 of that money away to other projects and so the money that 
was available to do this work was taken to other projects, so we have 
to go back and start over again. 


STATUS OF UPPER LOCX 



























Mr. Cannon. That was the point. You said that last year when 
you informed us you wanted this continued. Now you say you want 
to initiate. What actually has been done on the upper lock to date? 

General Rumaget. Planning only, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. When do you expect to start construction on the 
upper lock? 

General Rumaaat. We expect with this revised estimate to initiate 
upper lock construction in fiscal year 1959. 

Mr. Cannon. What has occasioned the delay? Without this the 
proposition is not feasible, is it? 

General Rumaaat. I do not understand, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What has occasioned the delay? 

General Rumaaat. We are still designing the lock. The Buffalo 
District of my division is engaged in the actual designing of the lock 
and we have not finished the engineering design. 

Mr. Cannon. You would not construct this upper lock by itself, 
would you? 

General Rumaaat. The project is not feasible without this upper 
lock. This is a complete project. The upper lock and the channels 
between and the channels up to the turning basin up above. It makes 
a feasible, operable navigation improvement. There is no part to 
be omitted. 

Mr. Cannon. But you do expect to start construction immediately? 
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General Rumaaai. Not immediately. 

Mr. Cannon. 1959? 

General Rumaaei. 1959; yes, sir. The design is going to be com- 
pleted in February 1959 and we should get the award away in the rest 
of the fiscal year. 

Mr. Cannon. In view of the delay here, what would be the disad- 
vantage if the committee did not provide money for this lock this 
year? 

General Rumagai. We would further slip in completing this thing. 

Mr. Cannon. You think it is essential? 

General Rumaaat. I think it is essential to get this construction 
this season. We are working in the northern latitudes where we 
need the time. 

Mr. Cannon. General Rumaggi, I[ still do not see what loss there 
would be if we did not take immediate action. 

General Rumaaer. We would lose next year’s construction season 
and we would lose getting on with the work a year from now or next 
April and otherwise, if we wait until fiscal year 1960, most of the 
construction season in Minnesota would be gone. 

Mr. Cannon. In view of the fact that the benefits of this part of 
the construction are somewhat isolated, why not just drop the matter 
entirely? If we never construct this lock, what would be the disad- 
vantage? 

General Rumaaei. We would have a lower lock to no avail. 

We would have an installation down here, as vou see, at the lower 
lock, just above the Cedar Avenue Bridge, which would be of no use 
at all. 

Mr. Cannon. You expect to start construction in 1959? 

General Rumaaai. 1959, sometime after the start of the construction 
season in the spring of 1959. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Boutanpb. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 


TONNAGE 


How much of an increase in tonnage do you expect when this is 
completed? You say that in 1956 there were 3,275,000 tons in this 
area. What was the tonnage in 1957? 

General Rumaaar. I do not have those figures. I will try to extend 
those in the record. 

Mr. Botanp. You do not have to, but what increase do you expect 
in tonnage? 

General Rumacer. Again, may I extend that in the record? 

I will have to look at the project document. There is no tonnage 
on this project at the present time. 

Mr. Bo.anp. What is the anticipated tonnage? 

General Rumaacai. | will have to get that. 

Mr. Botanp. I would think that you would have that in the justifi- 
cations. 

General Rumacat. We have the data here. Our recent economic 
survey indicated 2 million tons of commerce would be transported 
over the waterway transporting additional commodities and included 
in the estimate are increased tonnages for grein end coal amounting 
to 500,000 tons and 830,000 tons, respectively, and for the following 
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commodities for which receipt and shipment in the upper harbor have 
been indicated: Iron and scrap, 130,000 tons; molasses, 100,000 tons; 
phosphate, 100,000 tons; steel sheet and fabricated items, 100,000 
tons; sand and gravel, 200,000 tons; miscellaneous items, 100,000 tons. 

Mr. Cannon. How much coal is included there? 

General Rumager. 830,000 tons. 

Mr. Cannon. As a matter of fact, coal would be the major item? 

General Rumagai. Yes, something more than a third. 

Mr, Botanp. How is the coal transported now? 

General Rumager. I presume by railroad, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Would you yield? 

Mr. Bouanp. Yes. 

Mr. AnprersEeN. The bulk of the coal comes into Duluth via the 
lakes and there is quite a long rail haul back. 

Take my area in southwestern Minnesota, we are handicapped there 
by being the highest cost fuel area in America and farthest away from 
everything, from water, rail transportation, and consequently that 
makes the division between the Dakotas and Minnesota extremely 
critical as far as the cost of coal is concerned. That is the reason 
back of the hopes that this will be developed so that we can get that 
tremendous amount of fuel up there at less cost than we have been 
getting it to the 3 million people in that area. 


USE OF ADDITIONAL FUNDS IN BUDGET AMENDMENT 


Mr. BoLtanp. You have spent $12,016,000 to date and you have 
requested this year in the original estimate $400,000 and the revised 
estimate is $1.1 million, is it not? 

General Rumaaar. That is correct. 

Mr. Botanp. What do you intend to do with the $700,000 
additional? 

General Rumaaar. The total we apply as follows: $10,000 to the 
construction of the esplanade on the lower lock and dam and to 
complete construction of the lower lock and dam, $20,000. To 
initiate relocation of utilities on the upper lock site, $100,000; initiate 
intermediate pool dredging, $250,000; initiate alteration of the Great 
Northern Railway Stone Arch Bridge, $200,000; initiate upper lock 
construction, $290,000; engineering and design, $179,000; supervision 
and administration, $51,000. 

Mr. Botanp. You are going to get started on the construction of 
the upper lock and pool? 

General Rumaaat. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. I know that the intermediate pool and dredging 
schedule is to be advertised in July 1958. 

Have you made that request? 

General Rumaaar. Rights-of-way will be requested this month. 

Mr. BoLtanp. You expect to get one? 

General Rumaaar. I do. 

Mr. Boxanp. That is all. 

Mr. Cannon. Any further questions? 
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BENEFITS OF LOCAL NATURE 


Mr. Jensen. Above the lower lock you have a number of industries 
and I believe you said they would be benefited by this channel improve- 
ment; is that right? 

General RumaGcer. You mean just above the lower lock itself? 

Mr. JENSEN. From the lower lock up to the point that is marked 
“M-857.5”. Do you see that? It is at the top end of the chart. It 
is the upstream limit of the Federal project. 

General Rumaacar. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. That channel will benefit many industries along the 
river? 

General Rumacer. So I am informed; yes, sir. 

Mr. JensEN. They will pay all of the bill, will they not? It will 
not benefit anybody else but those industries, will it? 

General Rumacer. The authorization required a certain amount 
of cooperation which has been met, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. But it will not benefit anybody else but those indus- 
tries? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Would you yield at this point? 

Mr. Jensen. It will not benefit anybody but those industries. It 
will not benefit southwest Minnesota, will it? 

General Rumacat. It will benefit the entire region in this increased 
facility. 

Mr. JeNsEN. It will not benefit the entire country. We are going 
to have to pay a part of the taxes to build this thing. 

General Rumacar. I think it will benefit the regions subservient. 

Mr. JENSEN. It will benefit Iowa? 

General Rumaaar. I do not believe it will have too much effect 
on Iowa. 

Mr. Jensen. How about the railroads? It will not benefit the 
railroads but will be a detriment, will it not? 

General Rumaaer. I am not an expert in that regard, but I think 
that we have found that increasing the transportation facilities of the 
Nation has benefited everybody in the long run, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Fenton. There is an estimated non-Federal cost of $1.1 million 
and you have listed other costs, $2,095,000. 

What do you mean by that? 

General Rumacar. Land for $300,000, relocation of bridges and 
utilities for $1,795,000 and cash contribution of $1.1 million for a 
total of $3,195,000. 

They have expended about $3.5 million and they will have spent 
$4.5 million by the end of 1957, in excess of $6 million by 1966, in 
connection with the project, including the initial required investment 
indicated above. 

Mr. Fenton. Has not the time of completion been advanced 3 
years? 

What increase in funds over prior schedules are needed in future 
years to achieve this new schedule? 

General Rumaaat. This $1.1 million has actually brought us back. 
If we get it, it will bring us back to the schedule we had prior to that, 
Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Fenton. The $1.1 million? 
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ae Rumaaar. Yes, sir. That will permit us to get going with 
this. 

Mr. Fenton. Did you not have that before? 

General Rumaaat. No, sir; we did not. 

As I say, if we get the present appropriation, it will bring us back to 
June 1963 for completion. 

Mr. Fenton. What use will be made of the lower locks if the upper 
locks are not constructed? 

General Rumacar. I think that it will be used, of course. They will 
have the power dam which will give the power but otherwise there 
will be no navigation through those locks. 

Mr. Fenton. Power? 

General Rumager. Yes, sir. That is the building you see here. 

Mr. Fenton. What kind of tonnage and amount of each is estimated 
to use the upper locks? How is this tonnage moved at the present 
time? 

General Rumaaar. It was estimated from a recent economic survey 
that 2 million tons of commerce will be transported over the improved 
waterway, which will be used by several new industries transporting 
additional commodities. Included in this estimate is an addition to 
increased tonnage for grain and coal amounting to 500,000 tons and 
830,000 tons, respectively, for the following commodities for which 
receipts or shipment in the upper harbor area are indicated: iron and 
scrap, 130,000 tons——— 

Mr. Fenton. You read that a few moments ago? 

General Rumaaat. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bouanp. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. This compares quite favorably with the Savannah 
River where the staggering total of 170,000 tons is going to be moved 
out. 

Mr. AnpersENn. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Fenton. This benefit-cost ratio of 1.03 to 1 has that been 
finally established? 

General Rumacar. That is the same ratio ag was reported to the 
committee last year. We have not made any further study because 
we feel that this 1s sufficiently conservative. This represents a reason- 
able approach to the matter. 

Mr. FentToON. Have you had any more meetings between the effected 
people? At last year’s hearing you stated that you had meetings with 
all of them in Minnesota and in Washington and that they did not 
come to any agreement and that was thrown out. 

General Rumacar. We still have not made any change from that 
situation of last year. 

Mr. Fenton. The railroads say that there is a lesser than 1 to 1 
benefit-cost ratio and, of course, it advocates that there should be a 
greater benefit-to-cost ratio to be justified. 

General Rumaaer. That is correct. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Would you yield, Doctor? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 


25230—58—pt. 231 
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BENEFITS OTHER THAN LOCAL 


Mr. ANDERSEN. Let me point out for the record that I think it was 
8 or 10 years ago when I shipped a carload of corn from my farm in 
Minnesota to Massachusetts. I think the freight per bushel at that 
time was 45 cents and I believe the same freight now would be 72 cents, 
shipping it from southwestern Minnesota to Massachusetts. 

In other words, to get an outlet for my corn on the east coast costs 
at least 60 cents today, and I am positive that this is so. 

In the first place, my corn has a market value, if it is good corn 
today, of only $1.05 a bushel in Tyler, Minn. You can see what it 
means to the farmers of that area if we can save a nickel or a dime 
on the transportation from that production area to the consuming 
area in the East. It would benefit every farmer throughout that 
section. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. AnpersEeN. Gentlemen, I could not tell you today how much 
it will mean to the farmers in Lincoln County, Minn., as far as freight 
rates on their grain products are concerned, if this going into effect, 
but I do feel that it will mean something. 

Is that not your opinion? 

General Rumaaat. I really do, Congressman. | 

Mr. Fenton. How is this tonnage now being moved? 

General Rumaaai. Some of it will be new tonnage. 

Mr. Fenton. How is it being moved now? 

General Rumaaar. I started to say that most of it is being handled 
by rail into Minneapolis and St. Paul. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


ALTERATION OF WABASH RAILROAD CO. BRIDGES AT MEREDOSIA AND 
VALLEY CITY, ILL. 


Mr. Cannon. Alteration of Wabash Railroad Co. bridges at Mere- 
dosia and Valley City, Ill, $1.5 million. We will insert pages 31a 
through 36. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ALTERATION OF BRIDGES 
(TRUMAN-HOBBS ACT) 

















RaritRoap Co. BripGes aT MEREDOSIA AND VALLEY 
Crry, Int. (ILuino1s River) 


ALTERATION OF WABASH 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate i Re Se hel ‘ $750, 000 
Revised estimate _ _ iat Mee : : ___. 1, 500, 000 
Increase in budget estimate ‘ ! : ; 750, 000 


The increase will be applied to the Government share of the cost as follows: 





| | | 
| 1959 budget | Revised | Increase 
| estimate | 


Bridge superstructure____- = id de $716, 600 $1, 194, 100 $477, 500 
Approaches a Ba ecoSl 0 | 238, 500 238, 500 
Supervision and administration ili 33, 400 67, 400 34, 000 


I  ietanichninics g ‘: a a lekars 750, 000 | 1, 500, 000 750, 000 











) 
) 


0 
X) 
x) 
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Revised completion schedule 











| 
} 1959 budget Revised estimate 
ight pielihrieemngeetgiin ulin a sey i - 
I a ceuccahiad wip hitinnn aghast eect amide eadindaed | June 1960..........| June 1960. 
Construction of new bridge.......................-.- ~eanedes aed ipeeiad wists war | June 1959. 
ee ee Oa eis CIR nee oS co one ceceuncwntioewe ae do 
' 


Ginkcdgn bartaaneal June 1960. 





Location.—The Meredosia Bridge (Illinois River, mile 71.1) is located at the 
town of Meredosia in Morgan County, Ill. The Valley City Bridge (Illinois 
River, mile 61.6) is located at the town of Valley City in Pike County, II. 

Authorization.—Act of June 21, 1940 (Truman-Hobbs Act). 

Benefit-cost ratio.—Not applicable. 


Summarized financial data 





| Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost $2, 820, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 1, 748, 700 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs 1, 748, 700 
Total estimated project cost 4, 568, 700 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 667, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 260, 000 
Appropriations to date 927, 000 33 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959 750, 000 59 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 1, 143, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


The project consists of the construction of a new bridge in the vicinity of the 
bridge at Valley City, Ill., and the removal of the existing bridges at Meredosia 
and at Valley City. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent Completion 
complete schedule 


Construction of new bridge Boy: ; | 18 


| June 1960. 
Removal of existing bridges 


eeeiedata amie aanek bane Not started___ Do. 
| | 


Justification—The Wabash Railroad Co. bridge across the Illinois River at 
Meredosia, Ill., mile 71.1, is an unreasonable obstruction to the free navigation 
of the Illinois River due to its location in relation to a curve in the river and in- 
adequate horizontal clearance through the drawspan. Traffic through this 
bridge and the Valley City Bridge, about 10 miles downstream, annually averages 
1,100 boats and 3,500 barges, with barge fleets often 1,000 feet in length. The 114- 
foot clearance of the Meredosia Bridge, which is just downstream from a State 
highway bridge, is insufficient for the tows passing through the bridge. Under 
normal conditions, the breaking of long tows is required, and under adverse 
weather conditions passage through the bridge is an extremely trying and 
dangerous task. Collisions by vessels with the bridge structure have been 
frequent, resulting in damage to the vessels, barge tows, and to the bridge. 
During the period January 1, 1951, to April 20, 1953, the Meredosia Bridge was 
struck 71 times by boats, with damages to the bridge ranging up to $13,000 per 
collision. During this same period, the Valley City Bridge was struck 14 times. 
Several collisions of vessels with the bridge structure were sufficiently severe to 
put the bridge out of service, thereby interrupting rail traffic. Damage of a 
more serious nature could occur even to the extent of completely blocking water- 
way traffic as well as disrupting rail service. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $750,000 will be used for the 
Government share of the cost as follows 


Continue construction of superstructure for new bridge______________ $716, 600 
ee ee COUN. oo a denen stecgibdeuasiniemaneec aes 33, 400 
i wi i ole eee: Per? Sw 750, 000 


The funds siiaeisiaias are necessary to provide for continuation of construction 
of the new bridge, with completion in fiscal year 1960 as scheduled. 

Non-Federal costs—The cost to local interests (bridge owners) under pro- 
visions of the Truman-Hobbs Act is estimated at $1,748,700 based on an ap- 
portionment of the cost of constructing the new bridge and removing the existing 
bridges. 

Status of local cooperation.—Under the provisions of the Truman-Hobbs Act, 
the bridge owner has undertaken acquisition of needed rights-of-way and has 
started construction of the new bridge. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 

2,820,000 is an increase of $560,000 over the latest estimate ($2,260,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Construction cost was increased $531,500 due to a revalu- 
ation of all future work based on an estimate furnished by the railroad. Super- 
vision and. administration was increased $28,500 in proportion to the increase 
in construction costs and to provide for contributions to the retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to | Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost; June 30, fiscal year eal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 | after fiseal 
year 1959 
¢3) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6 
Bridge alteration (Truman-Hobbs Act) $4, 437, 000 $151, 700 | $1, 200,000 | $1,182,700 | $1, 902, 600 
Supervision and administration (Federal | 
eR th ekiet oS Asn ake ds 131, 700 | 12, 300 | 55, 400 | 33, 400 | 30, 600 
Total applied cost (Federal share 
and railroad sharg) - - -- 4, 568, 700 164, 000 1, 255,400 | 1, 216, 100 1, 933, 200 
Undistributed costs - - - -- None 


Total project cost (Federal share and | 
railroad share)... 4, 568, 700 164, 000 1, 255, 400 1, 216, 100 1, 933, 200 
Pending adjustment__-_--__.--.--- None | ; 


Total cost (Federal share and rail- | | 
road share) - -- 4, 568, 700 | 164,000 | 1,255,400 | 1, 216, 100 1, 933, 200 








FEDERAL FUNDS | 
Total cost - - - 2, 820, 000 98, 600 782, 400 750, 000 1, 189, 000 


Undelivered orders --- -- . | a +40, 700 —40, 700 | +46, 000 —46, 000 
Total obligations ---- 2, 820, 000. 139, 300 | 741, 700 | 796, 000 i 143, 000 
Federal share of cost___-_- ; 2, 820, 000 98, 600 | 782, 400 | 750, 000 1, 189, 000 
Non-Federal share of cost. 1, 748, 700° 65, 400 473, 000 466, 100 | 744, 200 
METHOD OF FINANCING (FEDERAL FUNDS | 
ONLY) | | 
Appropriations . | 667, 008 260, 000 | 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956 we | 
Unobligated carryover from prior year --- , 527, 700 | 46, 000 





Total funds available for obligation, 667, 000 787, 700 
Appropriation required. -_-- -- b ics | 750, 000 1, 143, 000 






_ oo —— - $3 $$$ $$$ _ ———$$ $$ ——— 






COST INCREASE 


Mr. Cannon. Last year you showed a cost increase—this is an old 
story at comes up all too frequently—a cost increase of $480,000 
and this year you ibe another increase of $560,000. This is a total 
increase a $1,040,000 on a project estimated to c ost only $1,780,000 in 
fiscal year 1957. This is a 60-percent increase in 2 years. What is 
wrong with your estimating? That is an unconscionable and unreas- 














_ 
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onable situation and we ought not to deal with these projects on that 
basis. We ought to know at the time they are initiated approximately 
what they will cost. 

What is wrong with an estimating system that will in some cases 
more than double the cost in 2 or 3 years and which cannot have a more 
accurate system substituted for it ? 

General Carrer. This project is in my division, Mr, Chairman, and 
I would like to answer. 

The increase in the Federal portion of the cost, I do not believe, has 
gone up that much. That is the total increase in cost, and some of 
that increase is due to added features in the railroad’s own costs, I 
believe. 

Mr. Busu. That is correct. 

Mr. Cannon. In your testimony before us last year, in the justifica- 
tion submitted last year as found on page 1229 of the hearings, you 
find the following: 


The current cost estimate of $2,200,000 is an increase of $480,000 over the 
latest estimate, and the latest estimate at that time was $1,780,000. 

There cannot have been an increase in cost of labor and material that 
would account for that much of an increase in 2 years, 60 percent. 

Even if it could, the engineers should take into consideration price 
trends, wage trends, and endeavor to tell this committee what we will 


actually have to pay for this project when it is completed. 


I think I express the sentiment of the entire committee when I say 
that we hope a system of estimating will be adopted that will give us 
more accurate data on the costs that enter into these estimates and on 
the amount of money we will eventually be called upon to appropriate. 

General Carrer. I agree with you that we need to examine this in 
the most careful way and do our very best to give the Congress the 
exact information and the best information that we can at the stage 
at which the design is at the time we submit the budget request. 

Mr. Cannon. We are not discussing purposes or intent or good 
faith. We are simply discussing the system by which such inaccurate 
data are submitted to the committee as a basis for appropriation bills. 

Mr. Busu. Mr. Chairman, last year, the Federal cost. estimate was 
$2,260,000 and the present Federal cost estimate is $2,820,000, which 
is an increase in Federal costs of $560,000. 

Mr. Cannon. Between fiscal year 1957 and fiscal year 1958, accord- 
ing to your statement here in the last year’s justifications, the increase 
was $480,000, nearly half a million dollars? 

Mr. Busu. Yes, sir. 

: Mr. Cannon. That is unreasonable. 

I might also ask, Has the railroad share of these costs on this project 
been increased proportionately ? 

Mr. Busn. Not proportionately, but in accordance with the rules. 
The railroad company pays its portion of the cost of any betterments 
that are provided in a structure made under the Truman-Hobbs Act. 

Mr. Cannon. I take for granted the part to be borne by the railroad 
was estimated on a percentage basis ? 

Mr. Busn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. If that is true, as the total cost increases, the percent- 
ages increase ¢ 

Mr. Busn. That part is true. 
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General Carrer. That cost has increased. 

Mr. Cannon. But it hasnot. The Federal Treasury alone must bear 
the brunt of this increase, and the railroads, although they are origi- 
nally estimated on a percentage basis, do not have an increased portion. 


STATUS OF FUNDS 


Mr. Taser. How much of this money has been obligated that you 
have on this, General ¢ 

General Carter. All of the funds allocated to us to date, except 
$158,413, have been obligated. The remainder of the funds will be ob- 
ligated prior to June 30 of this year. I may say that the contract 
which the railroad is rebuilding this bridge under is in here and we 
will spend all of the funds w hich are available by June 30 this year as 
well. 

CARLYLE RESERVOIR, KASKASKIA RIVER, ILL. 


Mr. Cannon. Carlyle Reservoir, $800,000. 
We will insert pages 37a through 43. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT (DAMS AND 
RESERVOIRS) 


CARLYLE RESERVOIR, UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER BASIN, KASKASKIA River, ILL. 


(Continuing ) 


i eetieee hissed bd 24d sh eh said ategus $800, 000 
an hk, i at ———. = = 6S 
i ae  neanloblgmasvie abana ltenexicin wien atltpinke 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
| estimate 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area | $360, 000 | $360, 000 0 
Initiate construction of a portion of earth section of the main | 
dam (stage I) - 200, 000 200, 000 0 
Engineering and design 200, 000 200, 000 0 
Supervision and administration 40, 000 40, 000 0 
Total. , 800, 000 800, 000 0 


Revised completion schedule 
Entire project : 
I, a iene aN eee June 1965 
I i el aati iee June 1965 


Location.—The Carlyle Dam will be located on the Kaskaskia River which 
enters the Mississippi River at mile 118 above the mouth of the Ohio River. 
The dam will be located at Kaskaskia River, mile 107, about 1 mile upstream 
from the town of Carlyle, Ill. The proposed reservoir will extend northeastward 
through Clinton, Marion, Bond, and Fayette Counties, Ill., to approximate river 
mile 155. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act, 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.1 to 1.0. 











| 
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Summarized financial data 














Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 
I Ee Nala ois os nb on dg hc wenn ntne bh adenteceain ; SE Eee Beta ndubisnaees 
ta I Ci a 2, 860, 000 |__- 
Canty enmbetntiena! ssi ies 6s BR ae Is 2, 860, 000 | _. 
SEOPI  ren b 55 de igs eaphndela serena} aaah) sees os 1p HS. BER. Began Obs Austen. can 
Te I I in tn a oan enaiy nissan aie 36, 500, 000 | __ 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_______- ‘2 sane avidta ee ee etees 375, 000 oh << 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958. ..............._..---.-.----2- 22222... SMOG Bi At 
APPTORTIACIONS 00 COBO... . 6 a ncn nc sects boecdbudcans> da tits eaccqpegn 690, 000 2 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959___.__.......-.-..--.-.----.--- 800, 000 | 4 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1950__.................---.--.----.-.- BE Even ccencaccmssas 
s PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 
Type: Earthfill with concrete spillway.’ 
Height : 69 feet (above stream bed). 
Length : 6,690 feet. 

Reservoir capacity : Acre-feet 
Ermctied StiRORR: BOG od Stet). dpdli ete ade 50, 000 
FE RE INE i. ctyancetndiie te cnbssdnsapekatahntom MDD MIR th hak cctscinbsdbaraiiniieieaiaaniapeaninaa 33, 000 
PIPO8. CORT Oh nes npswtinnenapasanbne iiinatsdinnnipnimgnneett 900, 000 

I a aa sccctdiee ans as on Bh Sh es ended ini ose 983, 000 


12 earthfill saddle dams will be required to contain maximum pool elevation. Total 
length of saddle dams is 33,650 feet. 


Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled (4—38 feet by 39 feet tainter gate). 
Design capacity (maximum pool) : 150,250 c. f. s. 
Status (January 1, 1958) : Construction not started. 
Completion schedule: June 1965. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Operation of Carlyle Reservoir will afford partial protection to approximately 
77,500 acres of alluvial valley downstream to the mouth of the river and re- 
duce flood stages on the middle and lower Mississippi River. The area centered 
around Carlyle depends generally on surface water for municipal and industrial 
use, and in the past few years this supply has become critical. The reservoir 
storage would provide dependable water supply for industrial and domestic use 
for at least 26 communities with a total population of 60,680, as well as water 
supply for rural users adjacent to community supply lines from the reservoirs. 
Other benefits that would result from operation of Carlyle Reservoir include aid 
to navigation to augment low flows on the Mississippi River incidental to reser- 
voir operations, fishlife, as well as recreation development. Adequate transpor- 
tation facilities throughout the area would make the project a recreational at- 
traction to Illinois centers of population as well as to the metropolitan area of 
St. Louis. Average annual flood damages of $675,000 to crops and properly 
in the Kaskaskia Valley below Carlyle have been experienced. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be applied to— 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area_____------------~ $360, 000 

Initiate construction of a portion of earth section of the main dam 
TI a saskccchnclssnietcsalin soars altel aceite emit ae 200, 000 
eereerene mnie Gee, nn. bce ob eesaieiecieneceeeneenien 200, 000 
Ras eieioen: GT REC og on a hhc ce ckekenininn 40, 000 
TE a sms ceicicssctinees ae rsaencalldemsonaniiostapradeieemnscieciasainil pecoaeaiaian aad ee aa at 800, 000 


Non-Federal cost—The only requirement for local cooperation for the Carlyle 
Reservoir consists of the provision that local interest contribute funds to cover 
costs allocated to water supply storage. The amount of local contribution has 
been set at 7.85 percent of the construction cost of the reservoir. Based on cur- 
rent estimated project cost, the local contribution required is $2,860,000. 
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Status of local cooperation.—In May 1957, the State of Illinois was authorized 
by the State’s 70th General Assembly to enter into an agreement with the United 
States whereby the State would participate directly in the costs of construction 
and maintenance of the Carlyle Dam and Reservoir. Pursuant to this legisla- 
tion, an agreement is being negotiated with the Department of Public Works 
and Buildings, State of Illinois, under which State funds will be contributed 
for the cost of the water supply features of the project. The legislation referred 
to above includes an initial appropriation of $500,000 for the biennium ending 
June 30, 1959. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$33,640,000 is an increase of $2,125,000 over the latest Federal estimate ($31,515,- 
000) submitted to Congress, $350,000 has been added for recreation facilities. 
The remainder of the increase is due primarily to price level rise, and also in- 
cludes provision for retirement fund contributions. 


steeauaeea construction program ae ee years 1958 and 1959 


| Total to | Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 








Feature | Project cost} June 30, fiscal year | cal year | complete 

| estimate 1957 j 1958 1959 | after fiscal 

| | year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

—  - i ens — ——— ¥ 
Lands and damages_.........-_------ ..-| $5, 790, 500 | $12, 300 | $77, 500 $425,000 | $5,275, 700 
 iechietinkisgiiihcevmsuanskedomss | 7,875,000 }............ \ cutowieeanels CAUSES | “7,875, 900 
lilt aiichetemicstichniliinephewne | 3,999, 600 |............ | en cabetaie ea aime 2 | _ 3,999, 600 
ns or 2s Rachie cis emma ae ---| 13,374, fi Sete pete Ea is sme aeipenel 200,000 | 13, 174, 300 
itnctcachnpncncnaie eeocinin cence end | 68,900 |_.......... Ee ddocewainne nats | 53, 800 
RUNES es ss wtwe suteceaacesweccnconeseese } 961,800 }_...-..-2--- ivwawsauppecebeswueuscdse } 961, 800 
SEE A ET ED chiriatn nine Depteuniinicaninn tedehineedent -| 76, 200 
Recreation facilities...------- == 2-72-72 oo f) OOGRIRGN Cr rde = ores trece bonays ee oat? | eae 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_- a 6 20 |........2>. eee eae et ore Pa eece 139, 400 
Permanent operating equipment- --- | i a Sin dhiebiadiaienies 43, 500 
Engineering and design _- | 1,627, 900 333, 700 200,000 | 270, 000 824, 200 
Supervision and administration. ._....__- 2, 207, 100 24, 700 | 21, 800 45, 000 2, 115, 600 





Total applied cost (Federal funds 


and non-Federal contributions) ..__| 36, “ 000 370, 700 299, 300 940,000 | 34,890, 000 
a aes None | 


Total project cost (Federal funds | | 
and non-Federal contributions) .__.| 36, 500, 000 370, 700 299, 300 











| 940,000 | 34, 890, 000 
Pending adjustment................-...--- | POET ccc nk ccnttbianbdtes one bbidwtinsdesdbaeeted 
Total cost (Federal funds and non- 
Federal contributions) _.........__- 36, 500, 000 370, 700 299, 300 940, 000 34, 890, 000 
FEDERAL FUNDS o ain oe : dh Sey a ican 
Total cost__-_ 5 late 33, 640, 000 370, 700 249, 300 870, 000 32, 150, 000 


Undelivered orders... ___- . 300 —300 


Coke te : 71, 000 249, 000 870, 000 bs: a, 1 150, 000 


NON-FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS 





Total obligations 


Undelivered orders __ 





Total cost __- dedreteseiadame. ; BOO, FOP ban nese cte=- 50, 000 70, 000 2, 740, 000 





Total obligations--_.............-- ‘ Rei h lle dae 50, 000 70, 000 2, 740, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING (FEDERAL FUNDS) 


DOIORRIIEIII, .oivicicinn nse dgasendsiien cellists bets tet 355, 000 GT Se cetetkstecsighak. odin ine 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956____- a ae +20, 000 |._..---..- an SN Meee aa 
Unobligated carryover from prior year... -_- faewhen sions ree 4, 000 70, 000 





Total funds available for obligations_|_._...._.__- 375, 000 319, 000 
Appropriation required__-_-___--- 0 pave he lhessteoes 


METHOD OF FINANCING (NON-FEDERAL | 
CONTRIBUTION) 


Contributed funds -- 
Unobligated carryov er from prior year- 





Total funds available for obligation. -|-. : es ae ee aa — 
Contributed funds required - - -_-- apenas fan Aidedh na ip tenets 70, 000 2, 740, 000 
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DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. Tell us something about this project. We did not 
have the opportunity to get testimony on it last year. 

General Feet It is a project. for the construction of a dam in 
Illinois near the town of Carlyle. It is an earth-filled dam with a 
concrete spillway and the height is 69 feet above the stream. It will 
be about 6,700 feet long with an active storage pool capacity of 50,000 
acre-feet and the water supply for which the local people are required 
to pay, 33,000 acre-feet and flood control of 900,000 acre-feet. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


The benefit-cost rato is 1.1 to 1. 

er Cannon. That has necessarily been altered by this increased 
cost 

General Carrer. Slightly. 

Mr. Cannon. What was the initial benefit ratio and what is the 
current benefit ratio ? 

General Carrer. The increased cost is very slight and I do not 
believe it has changed the benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. Busu. I believe it was 1.17 to 1, and now it is 1.12 to 1. 

General Carrer. A very slight change due to the overall cost. 

Mr. Cannon. From the description of this project and the justifi- 
cation here, it appears that navigation and fish and wild life and 
recreation benefits are given considerable weight to get the benefit- 
cost ratio up above unity. Asa matter of fact, how much weight were 
navigation, fish and wildlife and recreation given in establishing this 
benefit-cost ratio ? 

DISTRIBUTION OF BENEFITS 


General Carrer. Navigation was given the benefit of $25,000 in 
the middle Mississippi River and $4,000 in the upper Mississippi. The 
water supply, of course, is a large one; $175,000. Fish and wildlife 
only, $13,000, and recreation, $144,000, ‘and the total average current 
estimate of annual benefits for those items is $1,659,000. The largest 
benefit is flood control. 

Mr. Cannon. About what is the flood control percentage ? 

General Carrer. That is $1,298,000 average annual benefit from 
flood control. 

Mr. Taser. You mean $1,288,000 is the increase for these outside 
items? 

General Carter. No, sir. I did not make myself clear. The average 
annual benefits which are credited to flood damages prevented down- 
stream in the local area and the middle Mississippi and lower Missis- 
sippi, is $1,298,000. 

Mr. Taner. It says that your annual flood damages are $675,000. 
That is shown on page 39. It does not say anything about the other 
figure in there that I can see, 
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General Carrer. This $675,000 is shown on page ¢ 39, sir. That is 
the annual flood damages to crops and property in the Kaskaskia 
Valley below Carlyle alone. Those are the damages which have been 
experienced, if you will notice the statement there. 

Mr. Taner. If it were confined to the territory that was immediately 
benefited, there would not be any benefit-cost’ ratio at all; would there? 

General Carter. Of course, we could not very well confine the bene- 
fit to the immediate area because the benefit goes on downstream. In 
fact, we have only taken out of the $675,000 average annual damages 
the local average annual benefit, which ‘was $471,000, not the full 
amount of the $ 675, 000. 

Mr. Taser. The average annual benefits for the locality were 
$471,000 ? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Turning over to page 40, we find that instead of it being 
$13,000 for recreation, it is $350,000 for reereation facilities. Did I 
hear you wrong / 

General Carter. $350,000, sir, is added to the cost estimate for the 
construction of the recreation facilities and not the benefits. 

Mr. Taser. What benefits do the recreation facilities create ? 

General Carter. The recreation facilities themselves only allow 
the public to take advantage of the recreation facilities as built. The 
dam and the pool itself provide recreation facilities. 

Mr. Taser. But you did not have this $350,000 to add into your 
recreation? If it was added into your costs picture or your benefits 
picture, then you would not have any benefit-cost ratio at all, would 
you? 

" General Carrer. There would be a certain amount without any 

Mr. Taser. I do not see how, when you did not have that $350,000 
in it, how you would have any benefit- cost ratio at all. 

General Carrer. There was some in there already. That $350,000 
is the added amount. 

Mr. Taser. Do you have the amount originally-included? How 
much is the recreation job overall on this thing? 

General Carrer. I will have to supply that for the record. 

Mr. Taser. You cannot tell us now? 

General Carter. I do not have that figure here. 

(The additional information requested follows :) 





No amount’ was included for recreational purposes in previous estimates of 
cost. The amount included for recreational purposes in the present estimate of 
cost is $350,000. 


COST INCREASE 


Mr. Taser. This whole pr oject has been increased by $2,125,000 this 
last year. Thatis only about 7 percent ? 

General Carrer. That is right. 

Mr. Taner. It seems like that was quite an elaborate increase. What 
are you going to do with the money, if you get this appropriation of 
$800, 000? 

General Carrer. We will initiate the acquisition of the right-of-way 
or rather continue the acquisition of the right-of-way. We have pro- 


vided for the local area of the dam itself and will let the first contract 
for the base of the dam. 
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Mr. Taser. For the base of the dam? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What is that going to cost? 

General Carrer. We will continue acquisition of land in the amount 
of $360,000 and initiate construction of a portion of the earth section 
of the main dam, $200,000. The remainder is for engineering design 
and supervision and administration. 

Mr. Taper. You are going to have how much of the $800,000 which 
is going to be spent for recr eation ! 

General Carrer. None. Not any at this point. This is much too 
early in the construction. 


DESCRIPTION OF DAM 


Mr. Taper. Is that a dry dam, or what is it? 

General Carrer. It is an earth-filled dam, rolled earth-filled dam. 

Mr. Taser. Is it a dry dam or is it one that carries water all the 
time ? 

General Carrer. It will carry water all the time, once it is con- 
structed. We will have water behind it. 

Mr. Taser. Is it a power dam or just a flood-control dam? 

General Carrer. Flood control and water supply. 


WATER SUPPLY STORAGE 


Mr. Taser. I notice that you have a proposal in here for $2,860,000 
non-Federal costs. What is that for? 

General Carrer. That is the local contribution to cover the cost 
allocated to water supply storage. 

The amount has been set at 7.85 percent, as you will note on page 
40, of the construction cost of the reservoir. 

Mr. Taser. On page 38 you indicate that the inactive storage pool 
is 50,000 acre-feet and the water supply pool is 33,000 acre- -feet. 

General Carrer. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What flood damages have you had in that territory? 

General Carrer. Below the dam in the immediate area of Kaskaskia 
Valley, the average annual flood damages have been $675,000. 

Mr. Taner. What did they consist of ? 

General Carter. Crops and property; from water going over the 
land, staying on the land, and washing away buildings and putting 

sand on the land and the usual type of flood damages. 

Mr. Taser. Will the reservoir pool be drawn'down to the bottom of 
the flood-control pool after each flood rise? 

General Carrer. It will be drawn down after each flood rise so that 
the flood control capacity is available. There is a requirement for 
the water supply storage, of course, and the permanent pool storage 
which we consider will take care of the siltation at the bottom of the 
lake for more than the 50-year life we have used to estimate the life 
of these projects. 

Mr. Taser. Will it be drawn down to the bottom of the flood con- 
trol pool with due regard to not increasing flood hazard downstream ? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Will you have a full reservoir when the flood comes 
along? 
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General Carrer. Our plan of operation is such that we have the flood 
control stage empty before the flood seasons. 

Mr. Taser. How will you have municipal water supply out of a 
dam and have the water that is in it a good part of the year down 
to about 6 or 8 percent of the total capacity and have all this sedi- 
ment in there when your recreational activities take place? It sounds 
funny to me. 

General Carter. We will plan the operation of the discharge of the 
dam so that the water supply which has been bought by the State of 
Illinois will always be available, and progressively the water will be 
lowered during the summertime when we have off-flood season. 

Then it will progressively rise during the flood condition, and of 
course we let it out during the flood season so that when we let it out 
we do not affect anything below the dam. Actually we will have the 
water supply available all the time. 

There is a critical time in the summer in that area where will have 
to be extremely careful because we will have to keep some water flow- 
ing through that stream. 

Mr. Taser. You will have only about 4 percent of this set up for 
water supply and your inactive storage pool is 50,000 acre-feet, per- 
haps 514 percent of the setup. It does not seem to me as though this 
project was on any sound basis or that there is any legitimate benefit to 
cost ratio. 

General Carter. The authorizing document, of course, is the guid- 
ing document so far as we are concerned now in connection with the 
appropriations on this reservoir. 

Mr. Taser. It makes no difference whether it is any good or not, 
does it ? 

General Carrer. I didn’t mean to imply that, Mr. Taber. We think 
this is a good project and that it will be of great benefit in this area. 

Mr. Botanp. This was authorized in 1938. Did the corps ever 
make any recommendation to the Bureau of the Budget for construc- 
tion of this project at all at any time? 

General Carter. I cannot answer that, sir. 

Mr. Taser. You had better get that answer in the record. 

Mr. Botanp. This was a project which was put in in the Senate. 
The benefit-cost ratio is disturbing to me, at least. It is supposed to 
be a flood control project but there are 33,000 acre-feet of water to 
be used for industrial purposes and community purposes. 

General Carter. That is right. 

Mr. Boranp. Actually it is more of a water supply reservoir than 
flood control. 

General Carrer. No, sir. 


FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Botanp. What is the flow of the Kaskaskia River in that aren ? 

General Carter. The flood control pool here is 900,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Botanp. I notice that. That is fine. I see 900,000 acre-feet for 
flood control, but what is the flow of the Kaskaskia River ? 

General Carter. We do not have the hydraulic information. 

Mr. Boranp. Is it a large river ? 

General Carrer. No. There are serious floods in the spring. 
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Mr. Botanp. All rivers have serious floods all over the United 
States. You cannot provide flood control for every single piece of 
land all over the United States because the river is expected to over- 
flow its banks. You cannot deprive the river of its legitimate right 
to overflow its banks at floodtime. That always has occurred and 
always will occur. 

The problem we have before this committee is whether or not there 
is justification for spending this kind of money, over $35 million, of 
Federal funds. These are funds which are to be paid for by all the 
taxpayers of the country all over the Nation. It is difficult to justify 
the expenditure of this huge amount of money for an area which has 
been flooded all the time, anyway. 

What has been the damage to life in that area? What has been the 
chance of flooding communities up there?) You must have some flood 
experience there. 

Mr. Busu. Since 1943, sir, the estimated flood damages have totaled 
$5,117,000. 

Mr. Botanp. Is that the total since 1943 ? 

Mr. Busu. To property ; yes. 

Mr. Botanp. A period of 15 years. 

Mr. Busn. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. That is not a very great amount of money at all for 
15 years compared to some of the floods out in California where you 
will get that in 1 day. You get it in New England in 1 day and in 
certain portions of the Mississippi River in 1 day. 

I would like to have the answer to the first question I asked put 
in the record—whether or not the Corps of Engineers ever recom- 
mended this project to the Bureau of the Budget since it was author- 
ized back in 1939. 

(The answer referred to follows :) 

The Corps of Engineers recommended $1,400,000 for construction of Carlyle 
Reservoir in a supplemental budget request for fiscal year 1948. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Boranp. Does the corps believe that the amount of local con- 
tribution set at 7.85 percent 1s a fair and reasonable contribution for 
the water supply that will be given to these 26 communities ? 

General Carrer. The payment for the water supply is the amount 
calculated by the method used by the Corps of Engineers for calculat- 
ing water supply costs to local interests. We believe the amount of 
contribution for that water supply will pay for the added cost for 
putting the water supply feature in the project. 

Mr. Botanp. Where do the communities that are going to get this 
water when this dam is constructed get the water now? 

General Carrer. From wells mainly and probably some local 
streams, but I am sure most of that country gets its water from wells. 

Mr. Bo.anp. I am sure if these communities went out to build a 
water supply reservoir for themselves, it would cost them a lot more 
than the amount which has been allocated for this reservoir for water 
supply. 

Most areas in the United States build their water supply reservoirs 
and it costs them considerably more than what this would cost these 
communities for the use of water from this reservoir. 
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General Carter. I could not answer that question. 

Mr. Botanp. Will you supply a breakdown of the allocated costs 
for water supply for this project, and how you arrive at 7.85 percent ? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows :) 

The part chargeable to water supply was determined by means of the “sepa- 
rable costs-remaining benefits” method by which the total cost of the project is 
allocated to its various purposes. The percent of total cost which water supply 
will bear was determined by dividing the amount of costs allocated to water 
supply by the total cost of the project. This figure is 7.85 percent, and is based 
on an initial allocation of costs to water supply amounting to $2,381,645 and 
a total estimated project cost of $30,317,400. Based on the revised total project 
cost estimate of $36,500,000, the amount allocated to water supply is correspond- 
ingly increased to $2,860,000. 

Mr. Fenton. Following Mr. Boland’s questioning, is this the final 
allotment for local participation, General, for water ? 

General Carrer. That amount is the total cost. The local people, 
of course, do not have to pay that total cost immediately because we 
have just ‘started. 

The State of Illinois has set up legislation for $500,000 for use 
during the next biennium. They meet every 2 years. Fifty thousand 
dollars will be available this fiscal year and $80,000 will be available 
in fiscal year 1959. 

Mr. Taner. That is only $130,000 and not $500,000. 

General Carter. That is the beginning, sir, They will be required 
to pay their full amount. 

Mr. Fenton. What does that entail, General Carter ? 

General Carter. I don’t understand the question. 

Mr. Fenton. What is it for? 

General Carrer. We will use that money just as though it was 
any other dollar in construction. We will use it for construction of 
the dam, acquisition of right-of-way, and whatever is being done 
at the time, so that by the time the reservoir is finished they will have 
contributed their full $2,860,000 and we will have put that money 
into the construction cost. 

I believe they have to then pay for some of the operational costs, 
operation and maintenance of the water supply facilities. 

Mr. Fenton. You have not figured out that portion of it? 

Mr. Busu. It is computed in the annual cost, sir, 


EFFECT OF DISCONTINUING PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. What is the status of this project at this time? What 
stage has it reached? Have youstarted construction ? 

General Carrer. We have not started construction. We have just 
started land acquisition. 

Mr. Cannon. That being true, what would be lost if the Govern- 
ment did not build this project ? 

General Carter. We have committed ourselves to the extent of 
$690,000 this year and we have committed ourselves already in plan- 
ning and in other work, real estate work and that sort of thing, so that 
the unobligated balance on that amount by the end of the year will be 
actually zero, so we will have committed the full $690,000 by the end 
of fiscal 1958. 

Mr. Taser. That was last year’s appropriation ? 
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General Carrer. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The commitments which have been made in the mean- 
time are contingent upon Congress appropriating this money. Is that 
right ? 

Gerietal Carter. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The cost of liquidation of the proposition up to this 
time would not be great. What would you estimate the cost of liqui- 
dation to be, in round figures ? 

General Carrer. That would be a difficult figure to give you off the 
cuff, Mr. Chairman. I would prefer to supply that, if I may. 

Mr. Cannon. You may supply it for the record. 

(The information requested follows :) 


The estimated Federal cost of liquidating the project at this time is $660,000. 


Mr. Cannon. Under the old rule of not throwing good money after 
bad, what would be the disadvantage of discontmuing this project 
as of now? I speak now largely of future advantages. 

General Carrer. If we suspend the project as of now, we would 
have spent the funds appropriated to date, which would amount to 
$690,000, and we would i unable to recoup but very little of that 
money, I believe. 

Mr. Cannon. What would we lose in future benefits ? 

Mr. Busn. There is a real water shortage in that area, Mr. Chair- 
man. The people and the engineers tell us that the ground water 
table or water level is being lowered and there will be a water shortage 
in that area, 

Also, if we abandon this project at this time we will not provide 
the flood control benefits. 

General Carrer. Those are the only things, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Principal asset seems to be water supply. 

General Carrer. The principal asset is flood-control benefit, Mr. 
Chairman. Of course, water supply is a very good added benefit for 
the local people. 

Mr. Boxtanp. It would seem if this were a really good flood-control 
project ; it has been on the books over 20 years. Any good flood-control 
project has gotten money without any question from this committee. 
Every time it has been requested it has been given on the basis of flood 
control. Nobody objects to giving the money. I do not object and I 
am sure I speak for my colleagues. 

Here is a project which has been on the books for 20 years. You 
say now the principal benefit is flood control. I do not see how that 
can be so. 

Mr. Busn. It is relative, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. You say there is a real shortage of water in the area. 
The communities up there have a responsibility of taking care of their 
own problem, with some assistance from the Federal Government 
with repayments. 

Mr. Cannon. We cannot take care of all areas short of water supply. 

General Carrer. I agree with that. 


ALTERNATE METHODS OF PROVIDING WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Jensen. We have discovered a very cheap method for getting 
water into municipalities, and some rather large municipalities, dur- 
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ing the last several years under the watershed and water conservation 
and control program where the municipalities who desire to take water 
from those pools and reservoirs pay a reasonable amount for the water, 
and those reservoirs are created by putting up dams between the hills 
and then at the lower end of the watershed they might have a rather 
large dam or two. 

Those reservoirs are created with dirt dams and then large pipe 
outlets. 

Through that method many municipalities are today already getting 

water. The cost of those projects is negligible compared to what a 
big dam such as we are talking about here would cost. 

Mr. Cannon. The water supply in Salt Lake City is drawn from 
projects such as those described by the gentleman. Water from melt- 
ing snow in the mountains impounded by dams. 

Mr. Jensen. There are a number all over the country and many 
more going in. 

The Reclamation Act permits municipalities to take water from 
reservoirs which have been built under reclamation laws in the 17 
Western States, and they pay, generally speaking, twice as much per 
acre-foot for the water, speaking now of the municipalities, than the 
irrigators do. That has helped many cities in the West. 

Those great dams from which they take water are costly, also, but 
with the revenue coming in from power, from the irrigators, and from 
the municipalities which take water from those reservoirs, the Amer- 
ican taxpayer is reimbursed on an average of about 85 percent of the 
total cost of the project over the average 50-year period which most 
of the projects run. 

But we build these great flood control dams, build these waterways, 
and just a very minor amount of money for the cost of these projects 
is returned into the Treasury. 

That, General, is the thing that is beginning to be understood 
throughout the country, and we are hearing from home on it, and I 
don’t blame the people. 

The benefits accrue to only one area and are of very little benefit 
to other portions of the country. Certainly we will have to change 
our procedure along the line somewhere. 

Mr. Fenron. Do you recall the reservoir out in Dickinson, N. 
Dak. ? 

Mr. Jensen. You bet I do. 

Mr. Fenton. That is a dam which has nothing to do with irriga- 
tion. 

Mr. Jensen. Flood control and water supply. 

Mr. Fenton. That is what this would be. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you recall when we were out there? We stood on 
that site before the dam was built and the officials of the city of Dick- 
inson were with us, as were a number of members of the Interior De- 
partment and many other people. 

I looked upstream and I saw a number of farm homes which I knew 
would be inundated if that dam were built. 

I asked the crowd there about that. I asked, “Is there anyone here 
who owns the land above the dam ?” 

One fellow spoke up and said, “That is my place right up there.” 

I said, “Do you want your farm to be inundated ?” 
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He said, “No;I don’t. That’s my home.” 

I said, “How many acres will this dam inundate?” It was just a 
low dam but about a half mile long. 

They said it would inundate about 1,100 acres. 

I said, “How much land will it protect downstream ?” 

They said, “About the same amount.” 

I said, “Then actually it is a detriment to some people and a bene- 
fit to about the same number.” 

They said, “That is about right.” 

I said, “Ts it not a fact that the main purpose of this dam is to give 
these people water supply ?” 

They finally said, “ Yes.” 

Do you recall that, Doctor ? 

Dr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. I said, “How much do you folks expect to pay for 
this water?” 

Well, they said they though they could pay about 25 percent of the 
cost of the dam if they were permitted to make the payment over 
a period of years. 

I said, “I don’t think we can go for that type of business.” 

Dr. Fenton spoke up and so did the other members and said, “We 
cannot go for that kind of business.” 

I think it was finally agreed that they would pay 50 percent. It 
that right, Dr. Fenton? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. Jensen. And the dam finally was built. 

It was a rather small dam, comparatively speaking. 

But, gentlemen, we have a problem here to cope with under present 
fiscal conditions. I know it will put us to the acid test to decide how 


we are going to spend the people’s money for projects of this nature 
and be justified i in doing it. 


That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AnpeERsEN. This may be more or less a precedent for this com- 
mittee because we know there are many communities in the United 
States that will try to find water, so it is really beyond the scope of this 
particular project. 

Mr. Cannon. Many who will need water and would like to have 
the Federal Government supply it. 

Mr. Anpersen. I have people in my own community who would 
like to have this, but they are digging wells. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


How much additional cost is added to this project because of the 
fact that water is needed by those communities ? 

General Carrer. The way we work that out, sir, is to allocate the 
cost by what is known as the use of facilities method nor mally, with 
projects currently under consideration, whereby each piece, such as 
water supply or flood control or power or anything else, pays for its 
proportionate part of all of the structure. 

If there is part of the structure which is only for that piece it pays 
for that part, and in the water supply feature the local people have 
to pay whatever that cost is, so that they are actually paying the true 
cost as best we can figure it. 


25230—58—pt. 2——32 
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Mr. AnverseN. Do you have any Guaranty in the future so far as 
maintenance is concerned, at least partial maintenance of the dam, 
the cost of which is being paid by these communities? 

General Carter. We have no such contract. 

Mr. Anversen. The general taxpayer takes care of the whole bill. 
Is that it? 

General Carrer. We will have an annual maintenance charge to 

take care of the dam, of course, and there will be a charge made to 
the local people for taking care of the water supply features of the 
dam. 

Mr. Anpersen. When the local people put in the contribution speci- 
fied here, from now on out, for 50 years to come, they get water without 
further cost. Is that right? 

General Carrer. Except for the fact they will have to continue to 

maintain the water supply features of the dam. 

Mr. Taser. Is it proposed that the water will be held back in this 
dam and fed out during the dry season, or something of that kind, 
into the main channels of the river? 

General Carter. We will operate so 

Mr. Taser. So that it will benefit the towns below and benefit their 
water supply ? 

General Carter. I don’t believe any towns below will benefit. 

Mr. Taser. It may do just about that, and there is no figure as to 
reimbursement for that. 

General Carrer. I do not believe there is any water supply calcu- 
lated for the people below the dam for taking out of the stream. 

Mr. Taser. It is not calculated but it will exist. That benefit will 
accrue to them asa result of feeding this water down slowly. 





WATER SUPPLY EFFECT ON FEASIBILITY 


Mr. Anpersen. One further question enters my mind. First of all, 
would this proposal be feasible? You have a slim margin, 1.2 to 1. 
Would that be feasible if you did not have contained in this overall 
project the need for water by these communities? Would you say it 
would work out 1 to 1 without water supply entering the picture? 

General Carter. We have a breakdown here. 

Mr. Anpersen. You could not answer me “yes” or “no” on that? If 
you throw out the water supply, would it be feasible? 

General Carrer. If we throw out the water supply and the water 
supply cost, it should not change the benefit-cost ratio but very little. 

Mr. Anversen. It would not have to change much to get beyond the 
vanishing point. 

General Carrer. It might help it. 

Mr. Anversen. At certain times of the year are you going to lose 
flood control advantages because of the fact that communities would 
be desperately urging the Army Engineers to hold the lake at a certain 
level so as to insure them of water supply. 

General Carrer. I don’t think that will ever occur. 

Mr. Anpersen. Don’t you have conflict in interest there ? 

General Carrer. Not too much. We want to get the water down, 
but we will always maintain what they have contracted for. 

M re AnpersEN. Will you have an absolute contract as to water level 
there ¢ 
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General Carrer. We will have an operating plan which guarantees 
their paid-for acre-feet. 

Mr. Anpersen. How many of these similar projects are you aware 
of, so far as the Army Engineers are concerned, throughout the 
United States, that is, projects upon which feasibility i is based largely 
on the fact there is urgent demand for water ? 

General Carrer. I cannot answer that question, sir. I don’t know 
that you could even say the feasibility of this project is based on 
urgent demand for water. There is a flood control feature, too. 


FLOOD CONTROL BENEFIT 


Mr. AnpersEN. You say there is $650,000 of damage to crops. The 
interest on $30 million alone is $800,000 a year, if you were very 
conservative. At 5 percent it would be $1,500, 000. 

In other words, the Government could afford to put aside a trust 
fund and you would have your flood damage taken care of. 

General Carrer. In addition to the flood damage prevented in the 
Kaskaskia itself, there is flood damage prevented in the lower and 
upper Mississippi. 

Mr. ANpersen. Perhaps you have something more there, you should 
know. 

General Carrer. I thought I explained it before. 

Mr. Anpersen. Is there further benefit? That is more or less 
intangible, is it not? 

General Carrer. We have it calculated. It is $1,298,000. 

Mr. ANnpERSEN. In one of my counties we suffered flood damage of 
$18 million. It hit Marshall, Minn. They estimated damage at 
around $18 million. 

There they had recurring damage in years prior to that. That isa 
lot of money compared to the $635, 000 you gave here as the main 
basis of flood control for this huge structure. 

I just cannot see that. I wish it were possible for me to come in 
here today and ask for a $10 million structure to prevent further 
destruction right in my own immediate area, gentlemen, which ac- 
tually has occurred. 

I talk about $18 million and you gentlemen of the Army engineers 
know that that damage actually did occur last year, and 3 years before 
that we had another $350,000 of damage in that same city. 

Here you talk about damages of only $650,000 and it sets me to 
thinking, unless you can definitely prove that down along the line 
somewhere you have a couple million dollars additional damage every 
vear, otherwise you cannot justify this expenditure. 

General Carrer. The total flood control damage prevented, annual 
average benefits, is $1,268,000, not the $471,000. 

The other $260,000 and $567,000 is for the middle Mississippi and 
the lower Mississippi River. 

Mr. Anpersen. You claim it will prevent recurrence of flood dam- 
age each year approximating what? 

General Carrer. $1,298,000. 

Mr. Anpersen. Even at that, how can you justify the expenditure 
of $35 million to take care of that loss? Even if the loss did occur, 


how can we spend $35 million to prevent destruction to the extent of 
only $1,200,000 a year? 
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General Carter. Total average benefits for all the project is $1,659,- 
000. Total average annual cost, interest charges, amortization, and so 
on, is $1,459,000, which gives us-a benefit-cost ratio of 1.14 to 1. 

Mr. Anpersen. How long do you figure the dam will last ? 

General Carrer. We calculate al] these projects on a 50-year life. 
Tt will last as long as it is maintained. 

Mr. Anpersen. Are you figuring depreciation of the dam in that 
cost ? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anversen. And the fact you might have a silt-filled reservoir 
at the end of that time? 

General Carrer. The permanent pool below the water supply and 
flood control pool is more than sufficient to take care of the silting for 
50 years. 

Mr. Busu. Silting will amount to about 2 percent for 50 years. 


WATER SUPPLY COSTS IN WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Jensen. The United States Army Engineers, I believe, are in 
charge of the water supply in W ashington, "D.C 3 are they not? 

General Rumaaar. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you know what the water users of Washington 
pay per thousand gallons? 

General Rumaaert. I do not have that information, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I wish you will supply that for the record. 

(The information requested follows:) 

The following rate is applicable in the District of Columbia for water delivered 
to the individual home owner: Advance minimum charge, $6 per first 3,600 cubic 


feet, equivalent to $0.223 per 1,000 gallons; $0.11 per 100 cubic feet for all addi- 
tional, equivalent to $0.147 per 1,000 gallons. 


PAYMENT FOR WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Jensen. Also furnish for the record, if you cannot give the 
information at this time, the price which you propose to charge for 
the water taken out of this proposed reservoir by the municipalities 
and the average customary charge for water to municipalities out of 
Army-built reservoirs. 

Mr. Boxtanp. There was no charge. There is no charge for the use 
of water. 

General Carter. After they pay for it, it is theirs. 

Mr. Botanp. After that $2 million, they pay nothing more. 

General Carter. They bought it. It is their water and they merely 
pay maintenance. 

Mr. Jensen. There isno annual charge? 

General Carter. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Iam learning something every day. 

Mr. Busu. There is an annual charge for their share of the main- 
tenance. 

Mr. Jensen. I understand that, but I cannot understand why there 
is not a per-thousand-gallon charge or a per-acre-foot charge for 
water out of these Government-built dams such as is charged by the 
water users who get water from the Bureau of Reclamation reservoirs. 

General Carter. I though I understood you to say a few moments 
ago that Bureau of Reclamation reservoirs pay back about 85 percent 
of the cost. 





499 


Mr. JeNsEN. That is in multipurpose dams where you have power 
revenues and irrigation revenues and revenues from the sale of water 
from these dams to municipalities. 

General Carrer. In this particular dam the local people pay 100 
percent of the cost. 

Mr. Jensen. One hundred percent of the cost ? 

General Carter. Of the water supply. 

Mr. JEnsEN. I wonder about that. It will cost $33 million. How 
much will the water users pay ? 

General Carrer. $2,860,000. 

Mr. AnpreRsEN. How about the annual interest on that money ? 

Mr. Jensen. I don’t suppose there is any interest charged after they 
pay the $2 million. 

General Carter. They have floated bonds to get this money, of 
course. 

Mr. JENsEN. What percentage of this project in your benefit-cost 
ratio figures is charged to water supply in getting your figures to- 
gether? 

General Carter. Water supply is $175,000 out of $1,659,000. That 
is about 10 percent. 

Mr. Jensen. What do you use to determine the part which was 
chargeable to water supply in your ratio? 

General Carrer. I will have to supply that for the record, sir, be- 
cause of the economic study which set up this thing. I do not have 
that. That would give you all the exact charges and costs which come 
up with the net figure which the local interests finally pay for their 
share of the total cost of the dam. 

(The information requested follows :) 

The part chargeable to water supply was determined by means of the “separa- 
ble costs-remaining benefits’ method by which the total cost of the project is 
allocated to its various purposes. The percent of total cost which water supply 
will bear was determined by dividing the amount of costs allocated to water 
supply by the total cost of the project. This figure is 7.85 percent, and is based 
on an initial allocation of costs to water supply amounting to $2,381,645 and a 
total estimated project cost of $30,317,400. Based on the revised total project 
cost estimate of $36,500,000, the amount allocated to water supply is correspond- 
ingly increased to $2,860,000. : 

Mr. JeNsEN. I wish you would give us a word picture of this entire 
proposition and try your best to justify it; $2,233,000 is about 7.85 
percent of the total. 

Can you not tell us now what percentage of this benefit-to-cost ratio 
you considered for water supply ? 

General Carrer. I just told you, sir. The total benefits for water 
supply total $175,000 as calculated. 

The total benefits, including water supply, total $1,659,000. That is 
roughly 10 percent. 

SOLANO RECLAMATION PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. Let me enlighten you folks just a little as to what some 
of the western municipalities pay for their water supply out of a recla- 
mation reservoir. 

On the Solano project, for instance, which will cost $36,699,467, the 
municipalities and industrial water users will pay $11,620,600, or al- 
most one-third of the cost of the entire project. 
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General Carter. What was the percentage of the storage which was 

yailable for water supply? I did not hear that. 

Mr. Jensen. Irrigation is $33-million-plus, municipal and indus- 
trial water is $3,133,000. Flood and navigation is $1,132,000. You 
have a grand total of $37-million-plus. That is close enough. Cash 
een amounts to $47,578. These other amounts bring the total 

0 $37,375,000. 

ax. Busu. That is the cost of the entire dam ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Busu. That is based on the separable cost-remaining benefit 
method? You wanted a comparison of that? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. Of that amount, the water users, industrial 
and municipal, will pay $11,620, 600. The irrigators will pay 
$24,644,400. The only part of that whole project that is not reimburs- 
able is$1, 132,000. Do you see the difference ? 

Mr. Fenton. Of course, I take it, General, there is no irrigation 
out there at this Carlyle project ? 

General Carrer. No, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. None in that area at all? 

General Carter. There may be some minor irrigation from pump- 
ing, but no irrigation as we think of it in the W estern States. 

Mr. Fenton. In addition to the industrial and municipal supply for 
the 26 communities, you also state, “as well as water supply for rural 
users adjacent to community supply lines.” 

General Carrer. That means, sir, that after the State buys this 
water, and the water is going through lines from the reservoir to dif- 
ferent communities, they may w ant to allow some of the people who 
live along that line to take water out of the line, but it is their water 
and they can do anything with it they want to. 

Mr. Fenton. I presume that is right and I do not doubt it. I won- 
dered whether or not they could use it for irrigation, too. 

General Carrer. I am sure that the local water district would sell 
it to them, and after they paid for it they could use it for anything they 

wanted to. They will not get it free because they have to get this 
money back, of course. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Cannon. Another remarkable feature of this project is the 
variable benefit-cost ratio. When it was first initiated we were told 
the ratio would be 1.2 to 1. Last year when you came before us, the 
benefit-cost ratio was reported to be 1.4 to 1. 

Now in the justifications submitted this year the benefit-cost ratio 
is 1.1 tol. 

We would like to have you settle on some ratio that we can depend 
upon. 

Mr. Busu. Mr. Chairman, in that connection some of these old re- 
ports which were made back in 1938, for example, such as this authori- 
zation was based on, we do not have detailed information until you 
give us planning funds to find out.some of these things. 

There has been a large development in this area since the project 
was authorized. That changes the cost. It changes many things. 
These changes come about and we try to keep the committee informed 
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as they develop. There may be even more changes because we have 
not finished the planning. 

Mr. Cannon. Out of this collection of benefit-cost ratios you have 
to pick one now, and then we will pass on to the next project. 

If we had made the final appropriation last year, we would have 
appropriated on the ratio of 1.4to 1. This year it is 1.1. If you select 
one and stand by it, it would be very helpful to us. 

What would you say is the benefit-cost ratio ? 

General Carrer. As best we can determine at this time, it is 1.1 to 1. 

Mr. Busu. To complete the answer to your question of a while back, 
where you asked what would be the effect if you appropriated no 
further money, I would like to point out—— 

Mr. Cannon. Discontinue this project as of now. 

Mr. Busn. The State of Illinois has passed a law to cooperate and 
they have appropriated the sum of $500,000. 

Mr. Cannon. They have not spent any of it. 

Mr. Busu. No, sir; but they have appropriated it. We have a con- 
tract which the State has signed but where final approval has not been 
made. 

Mr. Cannon. In other words, if 
we should do it immediately. 

General Carrer. That is right. 


we are to cancel this propositon, 


ConsTRUCTION 


CLEAR CREEK DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, ILL. 


Mr. Cannon. The Clear Creek Drainage District, $2: 
We will insert pages 44—a through 48. 
( The pages referred to follow :) 


36,000. 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT 


(FLOOD CONTROL) 


CLEAR CREEK DRAINAGE AND LEVEE District, ILLINOIS 


(Continuing) 


BE CUE tasters nsinticntntndeapenlihastrnttiniediaademet tale te) ei aa 
PROTO GUC III IE Sages cients ahh kengstttnnitismmantigica 


Increase in budget estimate 


$236, 000 
236, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


P soe Susy Lica | 
| 1959 budget | Revised esti- | Increase 


mate 
a Beds ost PO CUE wees in) 
pie Saini 
Continue construction of levee $204, 500 | $204, 500 | 0 
Engineering and design 6, 500 | 6, 500 | 0 
Supervision and administration 25, 000 | 25, 000 0 
Total - 236, 000 236, 000 0 


Revised completion schedule 


Entire project... 
Levees. .___- 


1959 budget 


| 
feos nena 


June 1962 
| June 1962_ 


| Rev Revised estimate 


= June 1962. 
June 1962. 
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Location.—In Union and Alexander Counties, IIL, on the left bank of the 
Mississippi River between river miles 57 and 66 above the mouth of the Ohio 
River. 

Authorization.—1936 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| | Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
| estimated 
| Federal cost 

















Estimated Federal cost _. $5, 050, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost : 208, 000 | - 
Cash contributions ___. 0 | 
Other costs a 208, 000 
Total estimated project cost. -- ; Stee oa 5, 258, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_. | 3, 986, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 3 | 0} 
Appropriations to date___- : | 3, 986, 000 79 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_ ; ’ 236, 000 84 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 sane ; d 828, 000 | - 
PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees : , 

Average height: 18 feet. 

Length; 21.0 miles. 

Closure structures: 1 highway closure. 

Seepage control measures: Wells. 

Drainage facilities: Extension of existing drains. 
Service road : 21.0 miles. 
Relocations : None. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 
Percent | Completion 
complete | schedule 


SES ca tane icine 
Entire project. ____ 


ve 


dash demiaataaaal 72 | June 1962. 
75 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project, when completed, in combination with and upon completion of the 
authorized work in the Preston, the North Alexander, the Miller Pond, and the 
East Cape Girardeau and Clear Creek districts, will provide protection to 
51,500 acres of highly productive agricultural lands, and upon completion of all 
track raises (relocations) now under contract will allow uninterrupted opera- 
tion of the Missouri Pacific Railroad between East St. Louis, IL, and Gale, Il. 
All of these districts were completely inundated by the floods of 1943 and 1944. 
Total damages inflicted by these floods for all 5 districts are estimated to 
have been $5,285,000, and for Clear Creek alone $1,934,600. Average annual 
benefits are estimated at $338,000. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $236,000 will be applied to— 


eee = apeeerennnses OF Seve0 en sense ua 204, 500 
UU ON 5 i tse cn eine erect ies en as anes ce peep eee eae 6, 500 
See eG nen UREN eo Se Eos Ce einmonnnmnne 25, 000 

all nna etaien 236, 000 


Non-Federal cost——The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is $208,000, composed of the following: 


TN csadliven dp hited eianibeasaigipbbauh ib keneanimmoniipgnitens th $166, 000 
cases noniincineasiibes aime abeiaanipieliacdinensiioh 42, 000 
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Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $10,000. 

Costs of $189,000 have been incurred by local interests for flood control works 
prior to the initiation of the authorized project. 

Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances of local cooperation have been 
furnished by the Clear Creek Drainage and Levee District and were approved 
by the Secretary of War on July 6, 1940. The necessary rights-of-way for all 
construction work underway have been provided. It is anticipated that the 
rights-of-way required for work to be initiated in fiscal year 1960 will be ac- 
quired so that this work may be advertised as scheduled. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$5,050,000 is an increase of $300,000 over the latest estimate ($4,750,000) (1955 
base) submitted to Congress. The increase is due to a change in design of the 
uncompleted levee, based on further investigation of foundation conditions, and 
to a reanalysis of the “Engineering and design” and “Supervision and adminis- 
tration,” including provision for contributions to the retirement fund. 


Somanry construction programs (PB-1), fiscal ye 1958 and 1959 








| 


Total to Current | Budget fis- | | Balance to 









































Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year cal year | complete 
| estimate 1957 | 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
i | | | 
(1) Te: Sere ee — (5) | =) 
a | | as ~ 
Levees and floodwalls__-__- cae ' $4, 018, 400 | $2, 674, 100 $353,100 | $204, 600 $786, 600 
Permanent operating e quipment_- ; | 8, 900 Sh ned sihcanie 8, 000 
Engineering and design... cstiate ihe 173, 400 433, 000 | 29, 500 | 6, 500 4, 400 
Supervision and administration_..._______ 549, 300 443, 200 45, 600 | 25, 000 | 35, 500 
Total papenen cost (Federal funds | | 
CU Piinasednencs iitceeipddete 5, 050, 000 3, 551, 200 | 428, 200 236, 100 834, 500 
Undistributed costs ee 15a 2b AS vosneanns 
Total project cost (Federal funds | 
LS tid pap Aicaming adaieenko teen | 5,050,000 | 3,551, 200 428, 200 ath 100 | 834, 500 
Pending adjustment........_-._..._-____- = NMotie | 2.7 125 .7 |. dace Lancet: 
Total cost (Federal funds only) .. 5,050,000 | 3,551,200 | 428, 200 cat 236,100 | 834, 500 
Undelivered orders...................- noe allie +123, 100 | —116, 300 | —100 | —6, 700 
Total obligations.._................- _..........| 3,674,300 | 311,900} 236, 000 | 827, 800 
—_—_——_———- |= =| | | = 
METHOD OF FINANCNING 
Appropriations __-__. a aivcitheedinon 4, 180, 200 |_. 
Permanent transfers since July ‘1, 1956 - : 5 ; — 140, 000 $6,600 |......-..45- ba. ei 
Unobligated carryover from prior year. aAeing on sideineieen mice tes UO Ee eS ; 
Total funds available for obligation... \_....._....- | 4,040, 200 311, 900 |.__-. ee ieee 
Appropriations required_- | | | 236, 000 827, 800 





STATUS OF FUNDS 


Mr. Cannon. How much has been obligated on this project for this 
fiscal year ? 

General Carrer. Unobligated balance on March 31 is $107,753. We 
estimate we will have $31,000 unobligated of June 30. 

We have an unexpended balance of $206,422 as of March 31, and 


we expect we will have an unexpended balance of only $53, 600 on 
the 30th of June. 


RIGHT-OF-WAY PROBLEMS 


Mr. Cannon. You refer in the justifications-to acquisition of rights- 
of-way for work scheduled in 1960? What is the status of acquisition 
of tani of-way needed for work scheduled for 1959? 

General Carrer. This committee criticized this project at one time 
previously because of the delay of obtaining right-of-way. My dis- 
trict engineer conveyed that in writing to all the local interests con- 
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cerned. They are now coming in with the right-of-way required ex- 
cept for one feature of these projects, and we are not asking for any 
money for that feature, and that is the seepage wells behind these 
levees. 

Our design engineers consider that the seepage wells are required. 
However, we have to have right-of-way for them and we are delaying 
construction of those see page wells. 

However, we will complete raising the levee to grade around on the 
east side. I went over it myself recently and it is about an 8-foot rise 
and the project is well along. We will have this problem licked. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you have to have easement or title? 

General Carrer. It is a levee easement. 

Mr. Cannon. What effect will this have on the project ? 

General Carrer. I feel sure that as far as funds requested this year 
are concerned, we will have no difficulty in continuing the con- 
struction. 

Mr. Cannon. You will have no difficulty getting the seepage wells? 

General Carrer. We have had. If we cannot get the right-of-way, 
the money will not be spent. 


Mr. Cannon. There is always a possibility that you cannot get the 
rights? 


‘General Carrer. That is right. 
SUPERVISION AND ADMINISTRATION COSTS 


Mr. Taser. You have $473,000 set apart plus $409,000 for engineer- 
ing and supervision out of a total cost of $5,500,000. That means a 
little over 20 percent for supervision and administration and engineer- 
ing and design on a levee proposition. That sounds like quite an elab- 
orate setup. 

General Carter. That is design, borings of the subsurface to deter- 
mine the type of soils underneath, to design the berm and protection, 
seepage well problem, and other administration and supervision that 
is required. 

Mr. Taser. Couldn’t you get along with about half of that ? 

General Carter. Those are actual costs there up to June 30, 1957, in 
the second column showing total to June 30, 1957. That is actual cost. 

Mr. Taser. When you get the 20 percent for engineering and design 
and supervision and administration and a little bit of a margin beyond 
that, it sort of makes us wonder if it is not too liberal. 

General Carrer. If you notice under the column headed fiscal 1958, 
supervision and administration is only $45,000 and in fiscal 1959 it is 
$25,000. 

Mr. Taser. What percentage is that? 

General Carter. About 11 percent. 

Mr. Taser. The amount you show is a little better than 10 percent. 

General Carrer. That is right. 

Mr. Taser. The previous year it ran a total of what? 

General Carter. No appropriation for 1958. 

Mr. Taser. Operations in the current fiscal year seem to run some- 
where in the neighborhood of $75,000 out of $363,000 available. It 
sounds pretty big. 

Mr. Busn. The cost in 1958 estimated when this program was pre- 
pared was approximately $75,000, of which we will not obligate 
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$31,000 this year. There is about $44,000 of actual cost that you can 
compare against the $353,000. That is a little more than 10 percent. 

Mr. Taner. It does not seem you ought to have even that much for 
levee design and that sort of thing. 

Mr. Cannon. Further questions? 

(No response. ) 


MUNICIPALITIES WITH WATER SUPPLY FROM CORPS DAMS 


Mr. Cannnon. Mr. Jensen suggested this be read. We would like 
to have a listing of all the municipalities in the United States which 
take water from United States Army-built dams, total cost of each 
project, amount paid by the municipalities for water taken from these 
dams. 

' About how long a list would that be? 

General Carrer. I have no idea, sir. Perhaps one of these men can 
answer that. 

Mr. Bouanp. Are there a great number / 

Mr. Cannon. Approximately how many are there? 

General Carrer. I do not think there are too many. 

(The information requested follows :) 


Corps of Engineers projects providing municipal water supply 


Water First cost 
Total stor- | supply Cost of of water Local agency paying for 
Project age (acre- | storage project supply water supply storage 
feet) (acre- storage space 
feet) space* 
San Angelo Reservoir, Tex- -- 691, 426 80, 351 |$14, 719, 000 $755, 000 ee Colorado River Au- 
| | thority. 
Berlin Reservoir, Ohio 89, 400 19,400 | 6, 288, 700 1, 385, 684 wooo Valley Sanitary 
| Jistrict. 
Mosquito Creek Reservoir, 104, 100 11,000 | 4,035, 400 463,908 | Warren, Ohio. 
Ohio. 
Tom Jenkins (Burr Oak), 17, 600 9, 300 2, 090, 000 785,000 | State of Ohio. 
Ohio. 
Hords Creek Reservoir, 25, 310 5,780 | 2,174,700 | 105,078 | Coleman, Tex. 
Tex. 
Lewisville (Garza-Little 1,016,200 | 310,000 | 16,740,000 | 3,700,000 | Dallas, Tex. 
Elm), Tex. 105, 000 | (‘) Do. 
21, 000 234, 660 | Denton, Tex. 
Grapevine Reservoir, Tex 434, 400 85,000 | 8,300,000 | 1,433,026 | Dallas, Tex. 
50, 000 | 607,000 | Park Cities, Tex. 
1, 250 22,654 | City of Grapevine, Tex. 
Lavon Reservoir, Tex 423, 400 100,000 | 11, 272, 000 1, 220,291 | North Texas Municipal 
Water District (serves 10 
| communities). 
Lake Texoma (Denison) 5, 715, 700 21,300 | 60,090, 000 377, 250 | Denison, Tex. 
Reservoir, Tex. (initial 
development) | 
Texarkana Reservoir, Tex. 2, 645, 300 | 413,400 | 38,000, 000 198, 536 | Cities of Texarkana, Tex. 
and Ark and Ark. 
Belton Reservoir, Tex 1, 097, 600 113,700 | 12,870,000 1, 602, 822 | Brazos River Authority. 
Canton Reservoir, Okla---- 390, 800 38, 000 | 10, 327, 600 252,150 | Oklahoma City, Okla. 
| 62,000 2 96, 400 Do. 
Clark Hill Reservoir, Ga. | 2, 900,000 210 | 78, 860, 000 3500 | MeCormick, 8S. C. 
and 8. C. | 
Baldhill Reservoir, N. Dak 70,700 | 469,500 | 2,653, 000 208,000 | Eastern North Dakota 
Water Development As- 
sociation. 
Homme Reservoir, N. Dak. 3, 650 43, 650 1, 320, 000 40,000 | Park cae and Grafton, 
N. Dak. 


*Estimated costs of water supply storage space exclude appropriate operation and maintenance costs, 
except as indicated in notes 2 and 3. 


Exchange storage for 105,000 acre-feet in former Lake Dallas. 
2 5-year contract amounts are annual payments, which include proportionate operation and maintenance. 
’ Annual payment which includes proportionate operation and maintenance. 
‘ Storage made available by seasonal operation for flood control, water supply, and other purposes. 


RE a RTC 


Senne Eee 





ARTF ITS 


| 
| 
1 
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EAST ST. LOUIS AND VICINITY, ILLINOIS 


Mr. Cannon. East St. Louis and vicinity $114 million. Insert 
pages 49-a through 55. 


(The pages referred to follow : ) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT (FLOOD 
CONTROL) 


East St. Louis Anp Vicrnity, ILLINOIS 


(Continuing ) 
I WON a Do a eee eee er Stl he ie $1, 500, 000 
Nee ts 1, 500, 000 
Sa a 0 
The increase will be — as follows: 

















Pumping plant... _- 


| 1959 budget Revised Increase 
| estimate | 
ne a + baat ied ie 
Continue: | | 
2 items of railroad alteration. | $72, 500 72, 500 | 0 
1 floodwall__ ; 316, 300 316, 300 0 
Initiate: 2 pumping plants and 2 drains. a ibacelatneetc’ 550, 100 | 550, 100 0 
Complete: 
Railroad alteration... _- sghtee}eas-tq 30, 000 30, 000 0 
1 pumping plant_______- | 176, 000 176, 000 0 
Erosion protection measures. ---_. 30, 000 30, 000 0 
Engineering and design -___. Bsseicth Mect ictus’ 200, 000 200, 000 0 
Supervision and administration : é ‘ 125, 100 | 125, 100 0 
ici erin ek Send apes ; 1, 500, 000 1, 500, 000 0 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budent | Revised estimate 
abhi orinsethenenteetetet entecsessin mealies kei 
Entire project. _._...-. ; dupe nena nde Sag eared June 1963-_- | June 1963. 
Relocations _- icy aS ie ee ‘ 4 | June 1961___. | June 1961. 
Levees and floodwalls____- Seen tine -| June 1963_- June 1963. 


A 5 Seal, er Do. 


ee et ee a 





CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT (FLOOD 
CONTROL) 
East St. Louis and vicinity, Illinois 
(Continuing) 


Location.—In St. Clair and Madison Counties, Ill., on the left bank of Missis- 
sippi River between river miles 175 and 195 above the mouth of the Ohio River. 

Authorization.—1936 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—34 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| 
| Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
| estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost -- bidet Me vkbudsaidtbanohvesnbbow Seda , $21, 900, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost. ___- irscndly dual bac ‘ 1, 045, 000 

Cash contributions. ____- aan i” sie eteemaypawecewec 0 |. 

da ad emieny in ona nun ee 1, 045, 000 
Total estimated project cost... -__- ‘achat aie ~ 7 ‘ 22, 945, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957... ..........--.-- iiouines 4 J 9, 604, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958__............--- C. ‘ ! 476, 000 | 
Appropriations to date - - - ksbesl dc brsey pieces 10, 079, 000 | 46 
Appropriations requested for fisca) year 1959. - -| 1, 500, 000 | 53 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__...................-...--.------ / 10,321,000 |.......... - 


1 Excludes permanent transfer from the project of $225,000. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Levees : 
Average height : 20.6 feet. 
Length : 104,670 feet (19.8 miles). 
Floodwalls: 
Average height: 18.6 feet. 
Length : 2.8 miles. 
Service road: 13.3 miles. 
Pumping plants: 


Nee eens ecercnet ree tatirien coal nieapnieiaee ga amtete seek ae 9 
Aerated te Ce” Ta ee eet. dco cuepaemnneiachegmeaipniicintie-s 4 
I is rc ss le co ecrenpeeing apes en sive elena ts ig nce ce 13 


Relocations : 
Mo-Pac RR.: Alteration to bridge. 
Illinois Terminal RR.: Raise and extend bridge and raise approaches. 
Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis RR.: Raise bridges and ap- 
proaches at two crossings. 
Gulf, Mobile & Ohio RR.: Raise and extend bridge and raise approaches. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent | Completion sched- 





complete ule 
Relocations..... -......- enchant sind «whennaehl BG <aeenbesseieeeshes 9 | June 1961. 
EAPOGEE CNG BOEING EIEe 6 os cnnnies: sncancubap andes snaibrebasaeanenanen 47 | June 1963. 
Pumping plant. a catchall ttea : te SaleGc ao ade ain ear aepeneceeenaen 19 Do. 
PIED NNO ic ac cndlaclcnwebecen pannel cssseovn aiashaaaeitiiadcitde aun 43 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect large business, industrial, and residental areas con- 
sisting of 111 square miles, including East St. Louis, Granite City, Madison, 
Vence, Brooklyn, Fairmount, and Monsanto, Ill., against floods up to a stage of 
52 feet on the St. Louis gage. It is highly desirable to complete the project 
in order to provide protection to one of the greatest flood-threatened concen- 
trations of industry and transportation facilities in the United States. Within 
the area are many manufacturing companies producing defense materials, such 
as Monsanto Chemical Co., Aluminum Ore Co., Granite City Steel Works, Na- 
tional Enameling & Stamping Co., American Steel Casting Co., and General 
Casting Co., as well as the Granite City Engineer Depot, where various con- 
struction materials and equipment are assembled for Army, Air Force, and 
Navy installations, and for shipment overseas. Railroad yards within the pro- 
tection area serve as the major point of interchange between all railroad lines 
serving the eastern and southwestern areas of the United States. Disruption 
of manufacturing and railroad operations by flooding could have disastrous 
effects upon national economy and the national defense. The average annual 
benefits are estimated at $36,634,000. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,500,000 will be applied to— 


Continue: 


2 items of railroad alteration..................b.. kbs $72, 500 
1. ROC WOE chic irtennbegeteiienneeieniceih eee 316, 300 
Initiate : 
2 pumping plants and :3 drains... nen bee Ls 550, 100 
Complete : 
PRUE AI CUA SCT ONO acticin econ tren macnn echidna aE 30, 000 
5 CIE: TR 8 in se ce png cin amedemaaaadin 176, 000 
TEPOGRON PEOCECUION MORGUIOR. chr nce eemeninwmnoaen 30, 000 
STE NINE RI nicest een nnn aem anaes 200, 000 


Supervision: and administration... cco acini din sie emaiine 125, 100 


a eee 


eee 


: 
: 
; 
: 
5 
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Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $1,045,000, broken down as 
follows: 


IN I etermnsigietcseniren gti ea ene OD $541, 000 


Relocation of utilities, sewers, ete......_....-._____-__________. ae 442, 599 
as cain casi ei ulln abstinence aod gehiglsa aces aaa 61, 500 
tec Rhee ies sii Ritts ns caiaceniassa sac cen eet tae 1, 045, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for operation and maintenance is estimated at $229,000. 

In addition, local interests estimate that they have incurred costs of approxi- 
mately $6,600,000 for the construction of flood protective works prior to the 
initiation of the authorized project. 

Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances of local cooperation have been 
furnished by the East Side Levee and Sanitary District and were approved 
by the Secretary of War on March 24, 1937. The necessary rights-of-way for all 
construction work underway have been provided. It is anticipated that the 
rights-of-way required for work to be initiated in fiscal years 1958 and 1959 
will be acquired so that this work may be advertised as scheduled. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$21,900,000 is an increase of $1,700,000 over the latest estimate ($20,200,000) 
submitted to Congress. The increase of $1,700,000 is due to the following: The 
estimate for relocations increased $89,500 based on further design studies. 
Levees and floodwalls increased $418,600 due primarily to a refinement in design. 
Pumping plants increased $778,500 based on additional drainage studies and in- 
vestigations . Engineering and design and supervision and administration have 
increased $413,400 due to reanalysis of the requirement for these items, includ- 
ing provision for contribution to the retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1985 and 1959 


Total to Current Budget fis- | Balance to 

Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 








(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Relocations. ____- ..| $1, 084, 800 | $3,500 | $185,900 | $102, 500 $792, 900 
Levees and floodwalls__- 12, 755, 600 5, 373, 100 956, 900 426, 300 5, 999, 300 
Pumping plants ; 4, 032, 200 | 747, 800 3, 700 460, 300 2, 820, 400 
Permanent operating equipment 20, 600 | 13, 500 7, 100 
Engineering and design __- 2, 173, 100 1, 397, 200 308, 400 200, 000 267, 500 
Supervision and administration ----. 1, 833, 700 | 860, 500 | 147, 700 125, 100 700, 400 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | 
only) ot 21, 900,000 | 8,395,600 | 1, 602, 600 1, 314, 200 10, 587, 600 
Undistributed costs __-.- None 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
only) 21, 900, 000 | 8, 395, 600 1, 602, 600 1, 314, 200 10, 587, 600 
Pending adjustment_-_-__---- ciate | None | ete 
Total cost (Federal funds only) 21, 900,000 | 8,395,600 | 1,602,600 | 1,314, 200 10, 587, 600 
Undelivered orders -_---- 7 | 199, 800 | —199,800 | +266, 800 — 266, 800 
Total obligations. i ot ii ie ...-| 8, 595, 400 ‘L 402, § 800 1, 581, 000 10, 320, 800 
METHOD OF FINANCING | } 
Appropriations. ____- 9, 804,200 | 700, 000 | . 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956 —200, 000 | —225, 000 | aes 
Unobligated carryover from prior years ; | 1,008, 800 | 81, 000 
Total available for obligation _- : --| 9, 604,200 | 1, 483, ‘800 0 | 1, 581, 000 |____.. 
Appropriation required Ee tits rate ot -| 1, 500, 000 10, 320, 800 
| | | 
RELOCATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. In the past, relocation problems seem to have slowed 
you up on this project. What is the situation now? 


‘ 
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General Carrer. The relocation problem and the closure problem 
is what we face, closing the gaps through this levee made by the rail- 
roads and highways, and that sort oF thing, which go through it. 
That has been the most complicated part of the project. 

However, we are progressing fairly well on this project at the 
present time. We iendier that we will be able to make the progress 
that we have indicated. 


STATUS OF FUNDS 


Mr. Cannon. What has been obligated in this fiscal year so far, and 
what unobligated balance are you now estimating for June 30, 1958 ? 

General Carrer. Our estimated unobligated abanies for 1958 is 
$46,900. We will have an unexpended balance, we estimate, of 
$144,900, and the actual amount on March 31, unobligated, was 
$303,063, and unexpended, $532,597. 

Mr. Taser. You have $21,900,000 estimated cost. You have for 
engineering and design, $2,173,100, for supervision and administra- 
tion plus $1,833,700 for a total of a little over $4 million, or about 20 
percent ¢ 

General Carrer. This particular project through this area, if you 
look at your project information sheet that is at the beginning of the 
project, you will note that there are many minor closure structures of 
different kinds scattered all through the area. This is the southern 
part that is somewhat agricultural, but most of this is highly indus- 


trial. The engineering and supervision on this project is quite com- 
plicated. 


WILSON AND WENKEL AND PRAIRIE DU PONT DRAINAGE AND LEVEE, ILLINOIS 


Mr. Cannon. Wilson and Wenkel and Prairie du Pont Drainage 
and Levee Districts, $400,000 . 

We will insert pages 56a through 61. 

I assume there are no questions on this. 

(The pages referred to follow :) 


WILSON AND WENKEL AND PRAIRIE DU PONT DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICTS 
INCLUDING FisH LAKE DRAINAGE AND LEVEE District No. 8, ILLINois 


(Continuing ) 


Weer Seon... |... a een beled de aeaboeue eek ______ $400, 000 
FCT CN sn iit ais sig ts sl cela ce aac ar aetna Bae 400, 000 
FEI ee ee CG ovine cecantss miehtcinec: ceieoeaaeheesetidn iii alee 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 | Revised | Increase 
budget | estimate 
a . : . soaak 4 i ee ebol sods Lh pare 
Initiate: Embankment item (upper river front) $135, 300 $135, 300 0 
Continue: 
Erosion protection measures and miscellaneous repairs. __| 25, 000 | 25, 000 0 
Embankment item (upper flank levee) __. 97, 900 97, 900 | 0 
Complete: 
2 railroad alterations (upper and lower flank) 92, 200 | 92, 200 0 
1 embankment item 11, 300 11,300 0 
Engineering and design 10, 000 10, 000 0 
Supervision and administration _- 28, 300 28, 300 0 
Total 400, 000 400, 000 0 


te LT 


: 
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Revised completion schedule 


| 
1959 budget Revised estimate 








Entire project__...__._--.------ 2 denen. soll p Fee WOM... i 22] JS FOS. 
Relocations..._-..---- = _ Sing g0ne» <i ppd anh Mob ~ oak en an 
Levees. --._.--- : ; ie occ ne tee tcc see ee ews os June 1960. 


Location.—In Monroe and St. Clair Counties, Ill., on the left bank of the 
Mississippi River between river miles 166 and 175 above the mouth of the 
Ohio River. 

Authorization.—1936 and 1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—7.0 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
| Amount | percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
I ot A end eu atubelbcnaeummetd | $4,800,000 |_.....-- 
Estimated non-Federal cost ee néeet 521, 600 |_- 
Cash contributions. -_-_- seed atnisdeiioacs | 0} Ro sebeckbkee 
CUOT CON og bo ini cel bitch peeine dae gniignipecbane | 521, 600 |....-- ebiachiord 
Total estimated project cost - _- ft ip ese titeate a Atte 5, 321, 600 | ee weet ‘ 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957___-_- bbe cd uaan Sb debit baddabbale th 3, 242, 000 | ae 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 ; Bosak each ee uaell 600, 000 | sae 
Appropriations to date _- ___- ; ; a cet 3, 842, 000 | 80 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959 eho « die bhkpnerepupsecde 400, 000 88 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 _- ; eee | SURCIUEE Von cone eure 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees : 

Average height : 24 feet. 

Length : 80,256 feet or (15.2 miles). 

Drains: 10 structures. 

Service road: 15.2. 

Closure structures: 5. 

Seepage control measures: Wells and cutoff trench. 
Relocations: Railroads at two levee crossings consisting of raising bridge and 

approaches. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


| | 











| Percent | Completion 

| complete schedule 
eee a oie tial eda a ; 60 July 1958. 
I acai Sea eanaliae ore Sees S abisitnae dain 68 | June 1960. 
Entire project __- 71 | Do. 

i 





JUSTIFICATION 


This project will protect 12,000 acres of highly productive agricultural and 
potentially industrial land, as well as the communities of East Carondelet and 
Dupo, IIL, against floods up to a stage of 52 feet on the St. Louis gage. It is 
highly desirable to complete the project in order to provide protection to this 
area as well as the rights-of-way of the Gulf, Mobile & Ohio Railroad and the 
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main freight classification yards of the Missouri Pacific Railroad which handles 
an average of 4,000 cars a day in north and south movements. Portions of the 
area to be protected have been inundated by the floods of 1943, 1944, and 1947, 
causing damages estimated at $2,045,000. This district has expended approxi- 
mately $263,900 for lands and required modification and has agreed to continue 
their share of the required cooperation as work progresses. The average annual 
benefits are estimated at $1,462,000. 
Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate: Embankment item (upper river front) ...__.______________ $135, 300 
Continue : 
Erosion protection measures and miscellaneous repairs___.__.___-— 25, 000 
Embankment item (upper flank levee) __._____________________ 97, 900 
Complete : 
2 railroad alterations (upper and lower flank) ____.______________ 92, 200 
i URINE IID 7. 3 ~ ate Segilnip Sbse osachocbetinscaadinsbeieceiebinsuupal neces 11, 300 
Beers Wie Ge a a eee 10, 000 
SRA VIREOUE: AT PITTI EI aa eects einai ks 28, 300 
A shi ihncntbiaantitindnabarsibabienantlbnisin ane hibbanmbdatnaeel 400, 000 


Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interest in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $521,600, broken down as 
follows: 


Me ics hittin inige he een pt clip Sisal ei aac tare $241, 600 
Relocation and alteration of railroads, utilities, sewers, ete_..___._____ 215, 000 
Legal, engineering, and administration costs__._._._..._......-____._.___ 65, 000 

I aca tactic itil ne aa gt a eras in i tao 521, 600 


Local interest is required to maintain and operate the project upon completion. 
The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $22,500. 

In addition to the usual requirements of local cooperation, the authorization 
for that portion of the project within the Fish Lake Drainage and Levee District 
provides that local interests shall make all necessary alterations to the Missouri- 
Pacific Railroad track and bridge over Columbia Creek between the new flank 
levee and the existing levee of the Columbia Drainage and Levee District. The 
cost of this work $105,100, is included in the relocation item totaling $215,000. 

In addition to the above, local interests estimate that they have incurred 
eosts of approximately $270,000 for construction of levees prior to initiation 
of the authorized project. 

Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances of local cooperation for the 
project have been furnished by the Prairie du Pont Levee and Drainage District 
and the Fish Lake District. The necessary rights-of-way for all construction 
work underway have been acquired. All items of work proposed for fiscal years 
1959 and 1960 have been discussed with the local districts, and the scheduling 
of these items is based upon supplemental written confirmation of previous 
assurances that the local cooperation requirements will be met by dates to be 
established. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,800,000 is a decrease of $360,000 from the latest estimate ($5,160,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The decrease is due primarily to the reduction of $393,300 
for levee and floodwalls through refinement of design and favorable bids. Re- 
analysis of requirement of design for other features indicate a slight increase 
($33,300) partially offset this reduction. 


25230—58—pt. 2——33 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 















| 


| 



















Pending adjustment. __- 


Total cost (Federal funds only) - 
Undelivered orders. --- - 


Total obligations. - 


METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations _ 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956-_.__| 
Unobligated carryover from prior year___--_} 


Total available for obligation -- 
Appropriation required _- . 


82 RL RO ANE ne ETI 


CONSTRUCTION, 


Budget estimate 
Revised estimate 
Increase in budget estimate 






The increase will be applied as fol 

















Continue relocations _- 





Eng neering and design . ‘ 
Supervision and administration --. 















2, 998, 900 


None | 


4, 800, 000 


GENERAL—LOCAL 
CONTROL) 


(Continuing) 


lows: 


| 2,998, 900 | 
| 35, 300 | 


| 


3, 034, 200 


| 3,342, 000 | 
000 | 


| —100 


a 3, 242 


' 


, VOU | 





794, 100 


—35, 300 


| 758, 800 


7 207, 800 


807, 800 


794, 100 | 


600, 000 | 





294, 200 
+1454, 800 


449, 000 


49, 000 


400, 000 


ts - | Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature | Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year complete 
| estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
} year 1959 
(1) | (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Esc sicew ew sens ieee | $436, 600 $146, 000 $198, 400 $92, 200 |... ‘ 
Levees and floodwalls- -- ; 3, 345,900 | 2,057, 000 465, 600 163, 700 $659, 600 
Permanent operating equipment - - 15, 000 | a al Been 5, 400 
Engineering and design__- - 550, 800 | 483, 800 54, 100 10, 000 2, 900 
Supervision and administration 451, 700 302, 500 | 76, 000 28, 300 44, 900 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | 
ee i ag abate one | 4,800,000 | 2,998, 900 | 794, 100 294, 200 712, 800 
Undistributed costs - - ----- None |__-- . ae / <a 
sitetinatnenmuniiin caitlin sil celiteeceiieaiteatingie a os at 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
only) ...--- pana 4, 800, 000 | 294, 200 


712, 800 
| —154, 800 
| 558, 000 


| 558, 000 





WOOD RIVER DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, ILLINOIS 


PROTECTION PROJECT 


| 1959 budget 


$72, 500 
543, 100 
120, 000 

64, 400 


800, 000 


Woop RIVER DRAINAGE AND LEVEE District, ILLINOIS 


Revised 
estimate 


$72, 500 
543, 100 
120, 000 

64, 400 


Mr. Cannon. Wood River Drainage and Levee District, $800,000. 
We will insert pages 62a through 68. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


(FLOOD 









— 


we) ae 
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Revised completion schedule 








1959 budget Revised estimate 
SE Ne s5o2 ann aed neksdurecbbaseedicnhe~s snes ames June 1963..........| June 1963. 
ik dn 5a ahnenibscnciccdieesudus wrbcilicea dag all April 1961___....-- April 1961. 
REIN WOREE CRUE DIW) aia 3 oo ekgcch oe nncnigdindeensbcosuddeibenadleieuerss ae 
EE IORI 6. ns en econcccnsescesipeguhocancancscapass June 1963........- June 1963. 
NE ln dlan scp ctestvnkbsnctedutbgancaessneteotas December 1962....}| December 1962. 





Location.—In Madison County, near Alton, Ill., on the left bank of the Mis- 
sissippi River between river miles 195 and 203 above the mouth of the Ohio 
River. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—15 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
est mated 

: Federal cost 

A 

| 








Estimated Federal cost 

Estimated non-Federal cost 
Other contributed funds 
Other costs 

Total estimated project cost 


$15, 000, 000 
eae 1, 966, 990 
mere ‘ene me eo, 1 23, 000 
tae See acaba eee 1, 943, 000 

ae 16, 966, 000 | 


Amount 
| 


Appropristions to June 30, 1957 _-. . a scinnachttin eae 10, 035, 000 |. jl ae ae 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 -.-. pore wecwudans inachaerpiemtnmeteisin 560,000 4. 22.2.2 .25. 2226. 
Appropriations to date Hite een sss ste 10, 585, 000 | 71 
Appropriations requested for fise ul year 1959_ ‘ snrnrsesevalaiiniaie 80, 000 | 76 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 3, $15, 0 |. 


1 For increased cost of larger pumping plant requested by local interests. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Relocations : 
Illinois Terminal RR.: Alter bridge and approaches. 
Gulf, Mobile & Ohio RR. : Alter bridge and approaches. 
Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis RR.: Alter two bridges and 
approaches, 
Levees : 
Average height: 18.4 feet. 
Length : 20.1 miles. 
Floodwalls: 
Average oem : 18 feet. 
Length: 350 feet. 
Pumping plants : : Construction of seven new pumping plants. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


| Current 


Completion 
| complete 


schedule 


| 
t | 
} 
} 
Relocations. ___ bom apane ob euged Gara tudes pines tek aomeinaeetieeieataae April 1961. 
Dam (low water overflow)...._-----_.-__- sduda’ucdhipina tot ykaiab css 10 
Levees and floodwalls 4 | 
| 
| 


pand flood walls... - ons. 215s sssn seeens-onscnb -seqscwnneenene June 1963. 
Pumpin; plants poe sel angen Roe shri taarounde caine all 50 December 1962. 
Entire project __- sntoet ani nenesleaton Sadea tice Dees seelmer | 68 | June 1963. 


—————$  —00U5C0 8 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect approximately 13,700 acres, of which 7,500 acres con- 
stitute a highly developed industrial area located in the important cities of 
Hartford, Wood River, Roxanna, East Alton, and a portion of Aiton, Il. During 
the past 15 years portions of the area have been inundated by the floods of 1943, 
1944, and 1947. Total damages inflicted by these floods, together with a flash 
flood that occurred on Wood River in August 1946, is estimated at $1,320,000. 
Portions of the area were also inundated by the flood of 1951. However, the 
damages inflicted were not as great as those of previous floods, because of the 
advancement of construction of the project. The average annual benefits are 
estimatde at $11,253,000. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be applied to— 


I EIN as csincnennniesceaentid hashes hte EW 3 ah $72, 500 
Continue levees and floodwalls_..._._._.__._._....._............___ 543, 100 
ah 120, 000 
weperyvison ana administration. en 64, 400 

NI aig iciic chibi esis nts thas aS aoe aia 800, 000 


Non-Federal cost.—Local interests must provide, without cost to the United 
States, all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction of the 
project, hold and save the United States free from damages due to the con- 
struction works, and maintain and operate all the works after completion in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. The cost 
to local interests of complying with the requirements of local cooperation in the 
construction of the project is estimated at $1,966,000, broken down as follows: 


I a sie area gs glade tas ia $1, 110, 000 
I a iesccapniahcsentionc agin 571, 000 
Contributed funds (for larger pumping plant) —......_-._-.__________ 23, 000 
a a eecabuisiealia@bialia 262, 000 

ciara rel iacanasted permenant mania 1, 966, 000 


The Wood River Drainage and Levee District has expended approximately 
$1,500,000 for lands, damages, required alterations and relocations of existing 
improvements affected by the construction work, and has agreed to continue 
its share of the required cooperation as work progresses. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $63,000. 

In addition, local interests estimate that they have incurred costs of approxi- 
mately $250,000 for construction of levees prior to initiation of the project 
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1938. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Wood River Drainage and Levee District 
furnished assurances of local cooperation for the project for construction of 
levees to a 47-foot grade, which were approved by the Secretary of War on Janu- 
ary 28, 1946. It was recently found necessary to modify the project by in- 
creasing the height of the levees. As now designed, the project would be con- 
structed to a 52-foot grade. The Wood River district has also furnished assur- 
ances of local cooperation for reconstruction of levee to the 52-foot grade. 

The necessary rights-of-way for all construction work completed or underway 
have been acquired. The scheduling of work in fiscal year 1959 is based upon 
supplemental written confirmation of previous assurances that local coopers tion 
will be provided in time to meet the construction schedule. The Wood River 
district is now engaged in assessment proceedings in the county court of Madison 
County, Ill., to obtain funds to cover the costs of local cooperation for comple- 
tion of the project. It is expected that these proceedings will be successfully 
concluded in time to acquire the necessary rights-of-way for the work proposed 
in fiscal years 1959 and 1960 as scheduled. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$15 million is a decrease of $200,000 from the latest estimate ($15,200,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Design changes and cost experience to date resulted in a 
$414,100 decrease in the cost of levee and pumping plant construction. The de- 
crease was partially offset by increases in the cost for relocations ($94.900) and 
for engineering and design ($119,200) based on a reanalysis of requirements, 
including provision for contribution to the retirement fund. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1) fiscal years 1958 and 1959 






























Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
ON Se ce. cack acdtbaberaacde i. eae $20, 000 $72, 500 $769, 190 
DONS dss bass decols ccs ce gocettassacded 636, £00 $636, 600 otntd wide Pinkie gcthaninc bebdibbieds ated 
Levees and floodwalls__...............-- 9, 059, 700 5, 499, 500 513, 000 367, 600 2, 670, 690 
SI NE ce a a 1, 622, 800 L 403, 200 CE Ci nies 2A 171, 600 
Permanent operating e q tipment_ - aon 21, 000 ts D echamer nt 10, 990 
Engineering and design Se Sees 1, 513, 20€ 1, 211, 400 152, 100 120, 900 29, 700 
Supervision and administration. ____-- ous 1, 317, 100 911, 600 87, 500 64, 400 253, 600 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contributions) 15, 023,000 | 9, 672, 400 820, 600 624, 500 3, 905, 500 
Undistributed costs. ORI Barca dicectincee Re cliahiaetah MS Bt eae cia leet hina 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
and non-Fecderul contributions) _. 15, 023,000 | 9, 672, 400 820, 600 624, 500 3, 90, 500 
Pending adjustment... ..................- None }|..... ndsdiieh aia done eles i otic audenil 
Total cost eeiedeak bes ook Un » 028, 000 9, 672, 400 820, 600 624, 500 3, 905, 500 
FEDERAL FUNDS - Nie eaters ee he a ete 
Total cost___. Sib edb Sis cil.k sci Oe eee 9, 349, 400 $20, 600 624, 500 3, 905, 500 
CeneTE VeRO QI CORB ie 6 eke oc esiecodmntctex asthe 60, 000 —60, 000 tes 290. 40 —29), 500 
"Potel obligations. /:...............- 5, Sie heehee 9, 709, 400 760, 600 "O15, 000 3, 615, 000 
aa) aS ESS ee eee 
NON-FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS | 
I atin dint di wis aetenn heractnsigsinnic a 23, 000 9B OGD Fis sxaccs BA AR. 
PU WRUNG boo cacrcidce eatin nena Bnanebsisccinaic eenatanseeeel Read eal det aan a 
"Total GRTIsAtIONs.. .. . .nccosceccnnase. a exiteael ad hs ttiateons bdbenadoond 
METHOD OF FINANCING (FEDERAL FUNDS) | Fs 
Appropriation __....- ileal neta 10, 090, 000 Lh ciecedescesiebideanioase 
Permanent transfers since July + NOE, ede —55, 000 |___.. a a 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_....|_.....__-_-- Ss scnabeaeo 325, 600 316 600 fo 
Total funds available for obligation patsehueae’ 10, 035, 000 875, 600 |_.._- Sil nia 
Appropriation required ___..............-- bbw aioe ce tpeitiapaaae kg au 800, 000 3, 615, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING (NON-FEDERAL 
CONTRIBUTIONS) 
COUN CIR. a Kc nabeicssadocescidbacccoakued TR BAD hice ene cSuvedetbassa ened 
Unobligated carryover from prior year. igucane oniticen Jad i plndinn dened agile 
Total funds available for ——— Wissccasseeebs TG in cactene es Ra eee 
Contributed funds required... -._-__. sc Bbgbadacchaad | wd serene d pattie bh althinans na ebelbeektnllacganasiitviiaateaaa lade 


MUSCATINE (MAD CREEK) IOWA 


Mr. Cannon. Muscatine, Mad Creek, $226,000. We will insert 
pages 69a through 73. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTIVE PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


MUSCATINE, Iowa (MAD CREEK) 


(Continuing) 
OE CU ies hi cain eine nes trinscetssiebccaatataaati aia anabnasaianinaip agai $226, 000 
NU I cach tian secant ec Iacoe Tote ccc alaaaihesnelaialddia 226, 000 
TCTORS Gk PURNUS SUTNIROO en i i ie eh ees 0 


rene 


One 7 PE ee 


ORR, HOE Le 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 














1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete levees and floodwalls ; $160, 000 0 
i A ie ok nn ceneememencws , 400 41, 400 0 
Engineering and design.............._.- E 2, 000 0 
Supervision and design..............__.- 22, 600 0 
PEE id td n ethos so Soc dedsceunscsl pidinbobadeos 226, 000 0 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
IPN bien ok ote cencnccccctedetecadsncansactecnes June 1058. ........ September 1958. 
Levees and floodwalls, including interceptor SOONER icnnactee December 1959___.| December 1959. 
Neen ne TT Tn nn nn nee on amnanedbunieedescbee June 1959... __._..- June 1959. 
ron oases ieee ndncocete cn caewdsawdsucacscesuc December 1959....| December 1959. 





Location.—The city of Muscatine is located in Muscatine County, Iowa, and 
adjacent to the Mississippi River at mile 456 above the mouth of the Ohio 
River. Mad Creek is a small stream which flows through a part of Muscatine 
and discharges into the Mississippi River. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.22 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
est'mated 

Federal cost 


a pS AO AE NE AIDED IE LER. NREL ITT LE FORCE NE i Ta 


ome 





Estimated Federal cost..............--- aia aa a Linea ahaa $906, 000 


4 ee os satin nhb henesusdaenehebandeata seucnsecets A Bata ss caidas 
; Cash contribution. -..-.......-....-.--- ji Sage cD ewes 5 lade Wain sisiss Leena ae aeeeeieies 
q tii te nnn chennebpamecnncedcege pekteb as delbeiin daloengad RE Bibs ctivawisck cienn 
i Total estimated project cost _...... a li cal ah chin ec el 938, 000 sae 
‘ Appropriations to June 30, 1957__..........---- roluseedeetate Sih ccs seenta (A eee 
q aeeeeeees tor menes voor 1008... ... .. 2-5. 52s snc sese se BUG Bes Sein cicbbinnnate 
5 ee ee Htativamibdidndenanpseadwuanitnniecenspeccese 680, 000 75 
} Appropriations requested for fiscal year Re ee Sth atie ii ~ 226, 000 100 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_._................-------.----.--- OD Riis tebe knee te 


PHYSICAL DATA 

















Levees: 
Average height: 11 feet. 
Length : 1,900 feet. 
Floodwalls : 
Average height: 9 feet. 
Length: 1,825 feet. 
Pumping plant: 32,000 gallons per minute. 
Relocation : 
C.R.1.& P. RR. 
Track raise : 1,200 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent Completion 
complete schedule 










as bccn elated aeinthp Nelinc mand eal 
Levees and floodw alls, “including interceptor ee erate iain : 
I BN SE es Le ccc an cdabepiebnebeccesswcces 

Entire project 


June 1958. 
December 1959. 
June 1959. 

December 1959. 


oocooo 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection for a highly developed urban, industrial, 
and commercial area of Muscatine, Iowa, against recurring floods on the Missis- 
sippi River and backup of its flows in Mad Creek. Included in the area for which 
protection is proposed are 11 manufacturing plants, 21 commercial establish- 
ments, and 10 residences. Additionally, one Federal highway and a branch line 
railroad would be benefited from construction of the project. Damaging floods 
in this area have been of frequent occurrence. During the past 5 years a sub- 
stantial part of the area for which protection is proposed has been inundated. 
A recurrence of the April 1951 and April 1952 floods would cause damages in 
this area estimated at $365,000 and $290,000, respectively. Annual flood control 
benefits for the project are estimated at $93,700. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The request amount of $226,000 will be applied to an existing 
continuing contract and will complete the project. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $32,000, of which $23,000 is 
for acquisition of rights-of-way and related work, and $9,000 for relocation of 
underground utilities and overhead wires, and for removal of a railroad siding. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $7,350. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation as submitted by 
the city of Muscatine, Iowa, together with evidence of legal authority and financial 
ability, were approved and formerly accepted on May 8, 1956. All required rights- 
of-way have been obtained by local interests. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$906,000 is a decrease of $74,000 from the latest estimate ($980,000) submitted to 
Congress, due primarily to planning changes based on further studies, offset in 
part by higher price levels. 


Summary construction program (PB-1) fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | pudeet, fis-| Balance to 














Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Relocation—Railroad___...........------- $10, 000 0 $10, 000 MRE OA 
Levees and flondwalls--............--.-- F 572. 500 0 220, 900 $284, 000 $67, 600 
Pumping plent__ Leledandigbdaown 96. 000 0 20, 000 TO OE becenn<n 
Engineering and desien.....__-.-...------- 142, 500 $97, 600 42, 500 1, 800 600 
Supervision and administration. __...-.--- 85, 000 7, 900 31, 100 38, 200 7, 800 
Total applied costs (Federal funds | 
564. cc cd soebiuscdnacatpane 906. 000 105, 500 324, 500 400, 000 76, 000 
Undistributed cost.........-.-.---.------- None Dea es |------ a ieeidalie 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
GN oie Saxctdccacksacdbsbeyonawe 906, 000 105, 590 324, 500 400, 000 76, 000 
Posndlings SN nas. oo eek cede ca ennfocssacde | None pinlathcalalinedicass Rieniaegiiane ion dagen 
Total costs (Federal funds panes or 906, 000 105, 500 324, 500 400, 000 76, 000 
Undelivered orders -_--- a net ee Saad 61, 900 —61, 900 67, 600 —67, 600 
Se ee cs Lenin anata 
Total obligations. .............-.---- ves) 167,400] 262,600} 467, 600 8, 400 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Appropriations bes io Paww ed piniione 360, 000 320, 000 | onlacamhbany 
0 








Permanent transfers since July eSNG circa ads meant i ical pce cgct atten Shes nee 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_..__|_........-.-|-.---- 192, 690 250, 000 8, 400 
} = | axamveuastt oun 








Total funds available for pimensceseiin - siimampntees 360, 000 512, 600 |....-- 
Appropriations required. : ss dil ectieeabaltadinse samielieadac 


Mr. Cannon. This is the second consecutive year you have shown 
no construction progress on this project. Why? 

General Rumacct. We have been held up and engineering problems 
have held us up. The city of Muscatine is without protection a little 
while longer. We advertised on the 12th of March and our steel is now 
in and we will open bids on the 22d of April to complete the project. 


k 
} 
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Mr. Cannon. You are ready to go ahead ? 

General Rumaaat. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the present unobligated balance ? 

General Rumacet. Right now ¢ 

Mr. Cannon. June 30? 

General Rumacar. $174,200, and unexpended, $305,000; and the end 
of next fiscal year it should be zero. 

Mr. Jensen. I know about this project and, of course, they have had 
some terrific flood damage along that area. I know this to be a very 
worthwhile project. 

General Rumacer. We are out inviting quotations now to do the 
work. 

CANTON, MO. 


Mr. Cannon. Canton, $100,000. 
We will insert pages 74a through 79. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


CANTON, Mo. 


(Continuing) 
UI ace emetic baad as oh ater oad oeccesabenaeme dees $100, 000 
i a 1 chen dieeenieneeaimmamenipsealn 100, 000 
I Ne charenm enlab eianeenasteiuitiecmndthiasieian 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
The requested amount of $100,000 is ee} for award of 
initial construction contract.- Senne wane can keiamene $100, 000 $100, 000 0 





Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 





a. ais cc bos pan daaoiasabeccomaly laeaienaianeeanl June 1959__ October 1959, 
December 1959_. June 1960. 
June 1961___.......}| June 1961. 
June 1960_.........| June 1960, 


June 1961_.......-- June 1961. 
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Location.—On the Mississippi River, at mile 342 above the mouth of the Ohio 
River, and 157 miles above St. Louis, Mo. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.21 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
NE NI A | a cutn an aacnvnae cmnacinnmasatsaleanntnmaaamaaae Ge Eee tccammncascs 
I ONE BOGE iiss 5 reine peccntunwescvb gansta cithdigaanen tcehinitndbn anche 
Ce TIENEN, < - 1.:5 eersonsbane eeu ote neetad pind & heise taioteiaenanaemoalt 1-1. a ei aera 
WUE GUNNS Sa sided i cken dascedececde no iddecd ebdsecbeanasied WE tokens. eetatens 
TORRE CURRIER TOUINES CONE 6 ook nn kno scene s<epeenpsectnnstdenannae hb a a 
Appveprintians to Tule 90, 1067s. .2 oti ccnc iste end cdcdacdbtdansckesed SUR OGD Fades ick osk 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958. ...........-......-.1-4-2-..--.--0-04.- O tsasins-dc ciicn 
i chsh de coe eee re saceane sess waehiwgueeenpecsanenes 265, 000 ‘ 25 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959. .................--.---......- 100, 000 34 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__-_.......- sbthnbdiddnust <mubbae GOR GIB « scan cceussince 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Relocations : Extend one railroad bridge. 
Channels: Diversion channel : Length, approximately 1.3 miles. 
Pumping stations : Construct 2 pumping stations; 1 storm and 1 combined. 
Levees: 
Embankment: 
Strengthening existing levees: Average height increase, 6 feet; approxi- 
mate length, 1.9 miles. 
New levees: Average height, 15 feet; approximate length, 1.2 miles. 
Closure structures : Two C. B. & Q. RR., concrete. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent Completion 
schedules 
PIN ian wn don adcaabidonsannaatiaues Sttighatigesbertlintteids nia eed 0 | June 1959. 
CPO Sings ccs itis isan kcta ceed aa 0 | December 1959. 
Levees a ‘ ‘ . ra aad 0 | June 1961. 
I a ae 0 | June 1960, 
TUE SII osc .ci wsiceece ddaiabdic soonpsiesdiin dee din seaocemnieasigia a tmnalannremsiiadbedandiara eure tame 0 | June 1961. 





JUSTIFICATION 


The town of Canton, Mo., has suffered frequent flooding of its entire com- 
mercial and business area and a major portion of the residential area. In- 
cluded in the flood area are 2 industrial plants, approximately 80 commercial 
establishments, about 200 residential units, and the municipal power and water 
plants. One important railroad and one Federal highway will receive protection 
from the project. It is estimated that damages which would result from a recur- 


— 
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rence of the floods of May 1944, June 1947, April-May 1951, and April-May 1952 
would be $320,000, $475,000, $129,100, and $73,500, respectively (1957 prices). 
Annual flood control benefits for the project are estimated at $104,400. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $100,000 is required for award 
of initial construction contract. 

Non-Federal costs—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $113,000, broken down as follows: 


a aay cea tne esas 6.5 sed anipmidicuaas ss $35, 000 
i a ee 74, 600 
I ao 5 ek cS i ee ee 3, 400 

NE a 113, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $7,500. 
In addition, local interests have incurred costs of $127,500 for the construction of 
flood control levees and other structures, a portion of which will be incorporated 
into the authorized project. The cost figure cited does not reflect the cash 
value of other contributions made by the local citizens, such as planning, super- 
vision, layout, labor, material and use of earthmoving equipment at bare cost. 

Status of local cooperation.—The town of Canton, Mo., furnished formal as- 
surances on local cooperation to the District Engineer on August 20, 1956. The 
financial ability of local interests to carry out the terms of local cooperation is 
dependent upon the outcome of a referendum on a bond issue to finance the cost 
of local cooperation. Upon approval of the general design memorandum (ex- 
pected in January 1958), the plan of improvement, particularly rights- of- 
way requirements and other elements of local participation, will be submitted to 
the town officials. The town officials will then submit the project to the voters 
through referendum on the bond issue to finance the local cost. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,060,000 is a decrease of $310,000 over the latest estimate ($1,370,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The change consists primarily of an increase of $63,000 
because of higher price levels, and a decrease of $373,000 due to plan changes 
developed in design studies, with appropriate reductions in contingencies to 
reflect present status of planning. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), enews years 1958 and 1959 


os 
Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 
Feature Project cost; June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 


(1) 





(5) 








Relocations—railroad bridges_----_..-.----- Ns iin chi een ie , $20, 600 |_..__- pean 

DE tiktudsacrcde-sesas Ruaheawaid SUE icuccensiu we piawecan - 40, 000 $75, 000 

Levees... .-_-- phastdsedbacdsesadaddcons 540, 300 |._...- ‘ on 42, 000 498, 300 

Pumping plants. eee aca c ise ‘ 363; 100}. .2...2... pie ais 12, 400 150, 700 

Engineering and design__ ; 116, 000 $83, 200 $31, 000 1, 000 800 

Supervision and administration. ....___- 105, 000 6, 700 3, 100 15, 000 80, 200 
Total applied costs (Federal funds | 


WUD 2 abi nese Lf 1, 060, 000 89, 900 34, 100 131, 000 805, 000 
Undistributed cost__..._-.-.----__-- None None Sihzs eae 1 ot 

Total project cost " Pederal funds | 

only) ‘ | 1,060,000 89, 900 34, 100 131, 000 805, 000 





| r 
Pending adjustments.- POE Bis cee dt naphabsedbicensthhnuanonsees 
poe eee nance tan enn ret ree ee ean 
Total costs (Federal funds only). 1, 060, 000. 89, 900 | 34, 100 131, 000 805, 000 
Undelivered orders ----._------ 0 0 110, 000 —110, 000 


Total obligations_-._._..._--- 











METHOD OF FINANCING lr 


Appropriations................ ----]-----+----- | OE. = BRB aoiieos ead tedin 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_-_- : —60, 000 0 
Unobligated carryover from prior year-.----| 





Total funds available for obligation_- 
Appropriations required 
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Mr. Cannon. What is the status of local cooperation on the project 
at this time ? 

General Rumacer. I was down there about 4 weeks ago and I talked 
to the mayor, whose name I do not remember, but I am afraid that 
they are still going to have grave difficulties in coming up with local 
cooperation that is required. 

r. Cannon. What are local cooperation costs now estimated to be? 

General Rumacer. $121,000, I believe, is the figure. 

May I correct that? $113,000. 

Mr. Cannon. Except for this phase of it, would you be able to start 
construction this fiscal year ? 

General Rumacer. We would be, sir. However, may I qualify that 
statement by saying that we have been t ing to get a design for this 
improvement for this protection that will minimize the contribution 
from the local interests, and if we could be settled on what they could 
contribute and agree to a plan of improvement, we would go ahead. 


CAPE GIRAUDEAU, MO. 


Mr. Cannon. Cape Giraudeau, $1.5 million. 
We will insert pages 80a through 86. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT (FLOOD 


CONTROL) 
CAPE GIRARDEAU AND VICINITY, Missourr (ReEacH No. 2 ONLy) 
(Continuing) 
We CeR I ooh vidi wkcicct eng akan pai $1, 300, 000 
BRO RIOE + CU a ihn odin entice cists bilge talline aatittnmaiatintit 1, 500, 000 
Fncronsd- tm: tradiget qutlnie 00a nse tenet cts 200, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Increase 
estimate 





Initiate construction on 1 floodwall section, including closure 
I oi Bin cine da 3 oe beeen ates ainhiinnnine tena 
Continue construction on 1 floodwall section including closure 
structure __-_-_- ped ebinced des 


$260, 000 $175, 000 














Complete construction on 2 pumping plants. ..........--.-.-- 0 
Complete relocation on Main Street Bridge............-.----- 0 
po RS RS RS Sale 3 5, 000 
Supervision and administration... .............--------------- 20, 000 

OEE nacdnnenicopavmiabehinntodhguapiceneuccsnatpnehes 200, 000 

Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 

OO I ain. ncgenicictibbaetdinis tiqecemee leslie June 1960_.........| June 1960. 
RNa Soi cul aaeecedaauenndsseseakbeyssueureneiits November 1958_...| November 1958. 
Levees and floodwall.-._.........-.--.--..----- ee June 1960_.__- ...| June 1960. 
NT BIE insin ons Sas ccs cccddadcckdcucetnsenecencscenentann November 1958....| November 1958. 





Location—In Cape Girardeau County, Mo., on the right bank of the Missis- 
sippi River between miles 51.6 and 52.8 above the Ohio River. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.7 to 1. 


oe emt te er ep eee ete een 
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Summarized financial data 




















Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Il ece $5,000,000 }................- 
Eetimated mom-Federal cost... .............-.-.- 2 aerate RT Ns Pe 
NNN re 55555 bee hd ciinwi soot sdsacidhlode bh scout 1185, 000 |_.......-....- 
NT aI cs ther stn oc ashen svemechneibsineappticiph saek pip GM Bg. cegakee 
Total estimated project cost... _. asia Sle nae a 6, 212, 500 |__- a 
I En. cin canansusancstotebatton BIT hi si iekh ae cesses 
Bee eeeaaes mer tmpee Fewer WHS... . on nisin cc ene e enue SE Miibci chwilio atten 
I ek ee 3, 058, 000 53 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_._..........-....-.---- 1, 300, 000 75 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959___._.........---.---- 2 eee 0 RG Aisic mics ec 
1 For increased cost resulting from change of plan requested by local interests. 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height : 20 feet. 
Length : 1,900 feet. 
Floodwalls: 
Average height: 20 feet. 
Length : 6,100 feet. 
Relocations: Sloan Creek Bridge. 
Closure structures: Five. 
Pumping plants: Construct two new pumping plants. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 
Percent Completion 
schedule 
Relocations___- icin beam ties a teil 3 | November 1968. 
Levees and floodwall.._.__._-_.____- ERE. oe! Be ie «nM eee 38 | June 1960. 
Pumping plants_____------ OS ae ee ote ete oe ieee rene een eee 27 | November 1958, 


aN al er seal eesegeh ores alee 42 | June 1960. 


| | 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project (reach 2 only), when completed, will provide protection to ap- 
proximately 80 acres of industrial and urban area within the city limits of Cape 
Girardeau, Mo. During recent years, the greater part of this area was inun- 
dated by the floods of 1943, 1944, 1947, and 1951. Total damages caused by these 
four floods are estimated at $2,550,000. 

The project upon completion will provide protection to one of the largest in- 
dustrial sections in southeast Missouri. Located within the area to be pro- 
tected is the main business district of Cape Girardeau and the Missouri Utilities 
Co. electric powerplant. This powerplant is the source of electrical power for 
the city, its residential suburbs, and surrounding towns and communities. Also, 
within the area is a large shoe factory, a sand and gravel plant, and the Frisco 
Railroad’s passenger and freight stations. Disruption of the manufacturing op- 
erations and power facilities would have a severe effect on the area’s economy. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,300,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate construction on 1 floodwall section, including closure struc- 


a i che Saleen miheatasaneen abepeiabmienlincann $85, 000 
Continue construction on 1 floodwall section, including closure struc- 

I I a a EN catia casas berentocnsuabsnebboengeyh pant brenie -869, 000 
Complete construction on 2 pumping plants_.__._....--------------. 116, 300 
Complete relocation of Main Street Bridge_._._.._.-_.---------------~- 75, 500 
i a sa nescence dconpthalnibeareeak tenet icin 20, 000 
en ESO COO... is cinelic nniensiedeoableiivenntsceseninenehigienanecaioo 134, 200 

Niketan ici a chaplain caliente 1, 300, 000 





i td 


8 SSS... 
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The funds requested for fiscal year 1959 are required for continuing the con- 
struction of the project so as to provide protection to the area within reach 2 by 
the spring of 1960. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $412,500, broken down as 
follows: 


at. 1h). 5. call scl ks sci a lascaneas taba Am eli eleieaaaa ec nseelipneann lean akeainaiiia $86, 200 
eee - 5 ts ee ee a aaneianemamae 141, 300 
Claali comtriationl conned cei nc eee oe el 185, 000 

a ak cheese Kenta ie oa es alae 412, 500 


1For increased cost resulting from change of plan requested by local interests. 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $10,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances of local cooperation for reach 
2a have been furnished by the North Main Street Levee Improvement District 
and were accepted by the District Engineer on December 1, 1954; assurances 
for reach 2b were furnished by the Main Street Levee Improvement District and 
accepted on December 1, 1954. The required cash contribution of $185,000 has 
been received. 

The requirements of local cooperation for the work completed or underway 
have been fully complied with. Local interests are now engaged or will enter 
into right-of-way negotiations for additional rights-of-way required for remaining 
items of work to be initiated in fiscal year 1958 and fiscal year 1959. It is an- 
ticipated that these rights-of-way will be acquired so that this work may be 
advertised as scheduled. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$5,800,000 is an increase of $775,000 over the latest estimate ($5,025,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The increase of $775,000 is due to the following: The esti- 
mate for relocations increased $27,200 due to design changes. Levees and flood- 
walls increased $502,200 due primarily to changes in design for a part of the 
project to accommodate foundation conditions and river front developments. 
Pumping plants decreased $30,400 due to a refinement in design. Reanalysis of 
requirements for engineering and design, and supervision and administration 


effected an increase of $276,000, which includes provision for contributions to 
the retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Bu‘get, fis- a ar anes to 








Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiseal year | cal year | complet: 
estimate | 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) | (2) (3) (4) (5) | (6) 
Relocations. . : pe etal | $175, 500 | _- $100, 000 $75,500| 
Levees and floodwalls. .__- 4,098,000 | $984, 600 684, 000 954, 000 | $1,475. 400 
Pumping plants. hacniet chen 587,000 |__- 460, 700 126, 300 aoe 
Engineering and design. bdo Biaiaos 627, 500 497, 400 103, 000 20, 000 7 100 
Supervision and administration _...__-- 497, 000 160, 600 167, 700 134, 200 34, 500 








Total applied cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contributions_- 





| 
5,985,000 | 1,642,600 | 1,515, 400 ene 1, 517, 000 








Undistributed costs eee t..-5.<- aa 
Total project cost (Federal funds and ‘ age eee 
non-Federal contributions) - - -- -- 5, 985, 000 1, 642, 600 1, 515, 400 1,310,000 | 1,517,000 
Pending adjustment----.---- ‘ ie lens Pee a pene 
Total cost (Federal funds and non- cf . erien 
Federal contributions) ------ ; 5,985,000 | 1,642,600 | 1,515, 400 | 


1,310,000 | 1, 517, 000 





FEDERAL FUNDS 
sohbet 5,800,000 | 1, 472, 800 1, 500, 200 











Total cost... ......-.---.-------- | 1,310,000 | 1,517,000 
ICs TN oi id apne Cie eee aes | +94,900 | —84, 900 | +65, 000 | 75, 000 
Total obligations. ...............---- | 5.800, 000 | 1,567,700 | 1, 415, 300 | 1,375,000 | 1,442, 000 








t 
f 
ii 
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Summary construction program (PB-1) fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current /| Budget, fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 

()) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 





NON-FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS 
Total cost 














sc aseepntnbl 185, 000 169, 800 OE See ee bcditctcbibicascascnee 
Undelivered orders. .............-...-.---- sesamtepntaerss soles ae sat teocandsannde 
eee ai amie I aicidiniepiceieail aeenaiesdlitpenins 
"Teens Gomecns. . -................- 185, 000 169, 800 | 15, 200 ae: , ae 
METHOD OF FINANCING (FEDERAL FUNDS) | 
TS i ad Dk cB icaodsinuesé | 1,958, 000 ey | eee diabetics 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956.._._|.......----- PROD Bicils ohiiudi dh eRtniels oman ti éetcanhne 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_..._|_..........-|.-.--------- 190, 300 TB FO bo nn inene ne 
Total funds available for obligation._|.........._- 1, 758,000 | 1,490,300 


Appropriation required 





METHOD OF FINANCING (NON-FEDERAL 











CONTRIBUTION) 
See LE eee eee Sekai NS Wael ee oe ‘ 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_....|_..-.....--- S iteudeeaete 15, 200 iain Salis bo dlwatiapachnaies 
Total funds available for obligation__|_____.__-._- | 185, 000 15, 200 | a en 





OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. Operation and Maintenance, $8,538,000. 
We will insert pages 87a through 91. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1959 
Navigation 

(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $1,825,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on 3 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the navigation channels by means of dredging, snagging, channel 
clearing, operation of navigation structures, and repairing channel stabilization 
works ; periodic inspections and surveys to determine conditions of the projects 
for programing purposes and providing navigation interests with adequate in- 


formation on existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the laws adopt- 
ing river and harbor projects. 
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Mr. Cannon. The committee stands adjourned until tomorrow 
morning at 10 o’clock. 


Fripay, Aprit 18, 1958. 


FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND 
TRIBUTARIES 


WITNESSES 


MAJ. GEN. W. A. CARTER, PRESIDENT, MISSISSIPPI RIVER COM- 


MISSION AND DIVISION ENGINEER, LOWER MISSISSIPPI VALLEY 
DIVISION 


MARSHALL E. BUSH, CHIEF, PROGRAM CONTROL DIVISION, MIS- 
SISSIPPI RIVER COMMISSION 


HARRY COHEN, ASSISTANT CHIEF, PROGRAM BRANCH, CIVIL 
WORKS CORPS OF ENGINEER 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. The committee will be in session. 
We will take up the lower Mississippi Basin. Taking up under 


“Flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries, general investi- 
gations,” insert pages 4 and 5. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


1. General investigations 


(a) Examinations and surveys... _.......--.-......_.-.-- . ee. $150, 000 
(b) Collection and study of basic data_....... 2.2.2.2. Suet 50, 000 
O@Rhs Mis. a a i SAA a el 200, 000 


(a) Examinations and surveys —The Mississippi River and tributaries project 
has not been reviewed comprehensively since the period immediately following 
the flood of 1937. Many authorized improvements have been constructed, not 
only along the Mississippi but also on the Missouri and Ohio Rivers, which affect 
the lower Mississippi River. The weather records in this basin are relatively 
short for long-range predictions, and in some areas are meager. The review 
will include a study for the purpose of determining the proper magnitude of the 
project flood based on present conditions, and will utilize improved methods and 
additional information not available at the time of the last review. In addition, 
it will determine whether or not the present authorization is adequate for the 
work which remains to be done and whether or not the physical limitations on 
the work should be modified in keeping with the changing aspects of the economy 
of the valley. The study will include a reappraisal of the storage in upstream 
reservoirs and the benefits provided by these reservoirs through flood control in 
the lower Mississippi Valley. The funds requested for fiscal year 1959 are for 
the reservoir benefit study which supplements the comprehensive review. 

(b) Collection and study of basic data.—(1) Surveys, gates, and observations: 
The amount of $50,000 is requested for fiseal year 1959 for collection of essential 
basic data which is subsequently used in the planning and design of flood-control 
projects. The data collected under this item are for authorized projects or units 
thereof for which funds have not been appropriated.’ The data collected consist 


of information on streamflow, rainfall, floods, and other items of related hydrologic 
nature. 


With the $150,000 you are requesting for your comprehensive 
review of the Mississippi River, do you expect to complete it this year? 

General Carter. Yes, sir; we expect to complete it this year. We 
consider the requested funds will be sufficient. 
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Mr. Cannon. This is a nonrecurring item? 

General Carter. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How long has that review taken? 

General Carter. It has taken about 3 years. We have completed 
the interim report on the main stem of the Mississippi River. It has 
been in the Chief of Engineers Office for some time and is under review. 
We are now completing the basin studies, St. Francis, Yazoo, parts of 
the White, and so on, that are included in the Mississippi River and 
tributaries. Those reports, I am pushing to have them in to the Chief 
of Engineers late this calendar year. So that the whole project will 


have been reviewed and will be up to date by the next session of 
Congress. 


CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Cannon. Taking up “Construction,” we will insert pages 
7 and 8. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
8. Construction 


Location.—The comprehensive project for “Flood control, Mississippi River 
and tributaries,’ will provide flood protection for the lower Mississippi Valley 
from Cape Girardeau, Mo., to the Head of Passes, La., and for improvement 
of the river from Cairo, IIl., to Baton Rouge, La. It includes the main river, the 
basins of the St. Francis, White, Arkansas, Tensas, Red, Yazoo, and Atchafalaya 
Rivers, and the alluvial lands around Lake Pontchartrain. The completed 
project will provide protection against a superflood which will amount to a flow 
of 2,450,000 cubic feet per second at Cairo, Ill., and 3 million cubic feet per 
second at the latitude of Old River above Baton Rouge, La. This flow will 
divide at this point, 1,500,000 cubic feet per second going down the Atchafalaya 
River and the West Atchafalaya and Morganza Floodways. The remaining 
1,500,000 cubic feet per second will continue down the Mississippi River to a 
point above New Orleans where 250,000 cubic feet per second will be diverted 
through Bonnet Carre spillway to Lake Pontchartrain. The flow past New 
Orleans to the Gulf of Mexico will then be 1,250,000 cubic feet per second, which 
is the river’s safe capacity. 

The control of this large quantity of water will be accomplished by every 
practical means of flood control, especially reservoirs, levees, cutoffs, revetment, 
and floodways. 

The justification of the funds requested is presented on separate sheets for each 
major element of the project. These major elements are termed “projects” for 
purposes of accounting and fiscal control, and are further separated into their 
separable units. 

The revised estimates of cost shown for the various projects are based upon 
the latest review of need, prevailing unit costs, and detailed plans. Where 
partial authorizations apply, the estimated total cost shown includes the cost of 
the plan presented in the pertinent project document as approved by the Con- 
gress. The estimated cost of the approved plans for which monetary authoriza- 
tion has not been provided is $134,465,000. 

Authorization.—Act of May 15, 1928, as amended. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—5.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





} 
Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated cost of work within monetary ceiling. ................--.-...- $1, 327, 679, 600 


Estimated cost of work not within monetary ceiling....................- SSE OOD Inncccsehinhncton 
hs da aculnagnd sehen wkabelencondacdaccisasenecece | DSe BRE Lewecetcceudeoese 
Appmeprietsous $0 June 90, 1067... .-. . non econ w en enm sn eccccs O08; 104, 200 j................ 
Apgwoprintsons for fecal year 1966... ..........................-....--..- ED Dvcusintsasckonde 
I OO GB in 5 nn a bid sews ccc censors depocsefioe 1, 007, 135, 200 1 69 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_..............---.---.--.-.- 40, 800, 000 172 
Balance to complete within monetary ceiling work after fiscal year 1959_- BVO, FOR GEO Bodccdscwsdoncccs 
Additional monetary ceiling required to complete adopted plan_._._..._. 5 | ae 


1 Based on the total estimated cost of $1,462,144,600. 
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Cost estimates.—This submission of estimates for fiscal year 1959 includes the 
current estimated cost of all elements of the project, although some of these 
elements carry a monetary limitation. 

Full monetary authorization has been withheld for various reasons, such as 
necessity for review, need for further development of plans and cost estimates, 
and broad policy determinations. The entire project is now under review to 
determine if any changes in the plan of improvement or cost estimate are in order 
due to changed physical and economic conditions. 

Beginning with the initial authorization in 1928, this comprehensive project for 
flood control and navigation in the alluvial valley of the Mississippi River has 
been controlled and modified from time to time by authorizing the work to be 
done in broad general terms within specified monetary limitations. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES 


Mr. Cannon. We are asked to appropriate $2,700,000 for the 
Mississippi River levees. Insert pages lla through 17. 


MississippP1 River LEVEES 























(Continuing) 
Pevttet COURS ek. gos nc ied a Uda ee sweneeeee $1, 800, 000 
mana Ga re ss sa a Se ee, 2, 700, 000 
Tuerened ty Wes eres os Sk aca sk Sete Sec ata 900, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
| 1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete: 
EE Es nirekiocpiits < als icing c metsteesdieseeesdianinae cullen $61, 000 $61, 000 0 
Ns inex intic Senwemenitens hiaacscatmeneatbaimns cece 91, 000 91, 000 0 
eg RR ee SS ee Ra es 80, 000 80, 000 0 
ER i nl. cian wins @ casendn Ga aas dea nnak 196, 000 196, 000 0 
Longwood Miss., berm.........._- é 26, 000 26, 000 0 
Initiate and complete: 
I III RIN, (i a retina sne co uitilee ieee 130, 000 130, 000 0 
Davant, La .....- 6 SE SEE i isis 5 atcha calcein titania 30, 000 30, 000 0 
Trotters, Miss_. ; cloned aaah tide aie ae 170, 000 170, 000 0 
Wood Park-Deer Range, La--.-_---.-- Epes 77, 000 77, 000 0 
Port Sulphur, La____.....-- Fiat nsteon lind db tctnc dh edanplickios 20, 000 20, 000 0 
WIRE PO Bil 55s. 52) nu odlncducuguvunaiain ; 35, 500 35, 500 0 
St. Claire, La Se ne. edishodendacercnatagaattae 20, 000 20, 000 0 
DI, BORE nciecccekcuscncs scscteacucacsecsmuansel 45, 000 45, 000 0 
De es Sn uasekecockeee Sav dknad ana 30, 000 30, 000 0 
Sauve, La... deh iksibicais na ectotian tte Sckoebiaedy 15, 000 15, 000 0 
Below Helena, Ark_-_-.. \ a wepntadida camel aeeies 110, 000 110, 000 0 
Willow Point, Miss., berm aparece ee 43, 000 43, 000 0 
I ON, I hin nck tcieegteh caiaaleustiebdane 0 195, 000 $195, 000 
pe ee ee a eee ae 0 60, 000 60, 000 
Vaneluse, Ark., berm__........--- ie da his Deeds bea aels 0 | 60, 000 60, 000 
Mound, Miss., berm... ..._- - ak «an betel edi the teed 0 96, 000 96, 000 
Promised Land, La 0 76, 000 76, 000 
i ee aes 0 34, 000 34, 000 
Grand Liard, La peti hes Sits. atone 0 60, 000 60, 0 
ES RUNES so btn wae chicken desea olen ct 0 50, 000 50, 000 
Continue: 
Vicksburg flood protection (south extension) _...........-- 283, 200 283, 200 0 
ef RET Ba eee Pt 0 130, 000 130, 000 
los ft GE |, Re eee 11, 000 11, 000 0 
pe LS” ae eae ae 188, 500 2, 500 74, 000 
Supervision and administration.................-.......-- 137, 800 202, 800 65, 000 
OIE tc bsieseces cds een hereon inves cendon eeeanaieinntnnecaanmniee ‘ 1, 800, 000 2, 700, 000 900, 000 
i | 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised 
estimate 
CRS CE II oo asic cnsccincnnathccnevakessaneentn NS i irticccnns Complete.] 


rays SEN a ee After 1964 (1984) _......_- 1974. 
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Location.—The Mississippi River levee system on the west bank extends from 
Allenville, Mo., on the Little River diversion channel generally southward to the 
vicinity of Venice, La., and on the east bank from Hickman, Ky., to opposite 
Venice, La., except where interrupted by hills and tributary streams. Included in 
the system are the levees which protect Mounds, Mound City, and Cairo, IIl., 
and the New Madrid levee and floodgate. 

Authorization.—1928, 1936, 1938, 1941, 1946, 1950, and 1954 Flood Control 
Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—6.5 to 1 (composite ratio for the main stem). 


Summarized financial data 

















Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
1a Federal cost 
nan pemeebent 32 500 $5250 fet eh a $220, 500, 000 | Seo 
ee  cerinid Stren sionie Gale ay Ser Cemee Gn - EEE Bosom narmwwsien maou 
ia ees Sinn iii ile Resid Oe raat Ae occa 


Other cost - chi diate ch erie | _18, 298,000 | 
Total estimated project cost _ ts is chek hinibvehckanssiheriakagnaenanteies a 238, 798, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957__ soca cide SAB OWNE be clea saiecicinstnnae ..-| 188, 976, 500 





Appropriations for fiscal year Se . acd ales viaal is janes ae atiietas al 1, 925, 000 |__ Mididesot tas * 
Appropriations to date... ---- enenwbeasescensciiedsTbesecn= a) Sea ean 87 
Appropriation requested for fiscal ye BPO iso oes one cee 1, 800, 000 88 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. .__._........-.-.-.-.------------ 27, FOCUNS facia cei ecs 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 

Average height: 20 to 30 feet. 

Length: 1,575.5 miles. 
Floodwalls: 

Average height: 14 to 18 feet. 

Length: 6.9 miles. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 











Percent Completion schedule 
complete | 
, - 
Channels and canals -.........---~-- ecigei bent agate aoe | 100 | Complete. 
Levees and floodwalls__......______- is ee Oe ee A 1 86 After fiscal year 1964. 


1 1,343 miles complete. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Mississippi River levee system protects the entire alluvial valley of the 
Mississippi River consisting of 23,621 square miles (15,117,000 acres) against the 
project flood by confining the flow to the leveed channel except where it enters the 
natural backwater areas or is diverted into floodways. The alluvial valley is over 
650 miles long and varies in width from 20 to 90 miles. Numerous railroads, 
highways, and airfields connecting the transportation centers of New Orleans, 
Memphis, Cairo, St. Louis, Chicago, and Louisville lie within the protected area 
as do several major transcontinental communication routes. In addition to the 
vast developed and highly productive agricultural areas, the levees afford pro- 
tection to many large and vital industries whose products have a bearing on the 
welfare, economy, and defense capabilities of this country. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,800,000 will be applied to— 
Complete: 


PE TENE. «oo com cance cane nae da ee ee eee $61, 000 
ER OE go reine bate ted et ee eee 91, 000 
Ey, FRI ee nn nae ee ee ee eee 80, 000 
I Ocal oe whee Sew cess oc ringed ate ore ane eee ene 196, 000 
Longwood berm, Mississippi-_-----......__-_- ee ee ante 26, 000 

Initiate and complete: 
Se ED CIEE, BOR os Ser nee eet ce cn aoe TS a i: Last, 130, 000 
Seavey Chee oo ee ee ee nen eee eee 30, 000 
ati in nities ae men oo. o » «osama ane Ses Sse Se 170, 000 
Weer SAP Scere Seenees Ta ee en ee ee tee : 77, 000 
Porat. ee oe eee a ee 20, 000 
"PWevermrne FOG, Tae ee Se Welw <n oan 35, 500 
Pe RU i a ee 20, 000 
AIRE, Ril cng woe ene onto lae eben ee ake ae dee 45, 000 
LOOMS: Bibbs. 6 co ewiawancan ctcccyeeeese sietwewesw ste wees 30, 000 
II i BS i alts take tas domes Dis Bi’ ine Ss gi ee ee Se 15, 000 
MGM SHOUS, AM. i350). ocd. eer eee oS lk co eek. 110, 000 
wrree ent, Dee, DERM. °° = eee ok waa ase sas 43, 000 
Continue: 
Vicksburg flood protection (south extension), Mississippi - - ----- 283, 200 
Permits and righte-of entry «. «<< .<wse.ws swswewnens ewes vescc 11, 000 
GRINS OE GNI. ie 6s 0 chain aie owe kek 188, 500 
Supervision and administration...............--.------------ 137, 800 
TOW sg aad Signe —n paren Obs Gee tah le cas eee alle 1, 800, 000 


The funds scheduled for the Whitehall, Midway, Menglewood, Vicksburg flood 
protection (south extension), Deeson and Longwood items will complete continu- 
ing contracts to be initiated in fiscal year 1958. 

The funds scheduled for the Davant, Wood Park-Deer Range, Port Sulphur, 
Twelve-Mile Point, St. Claire, and Alliance items are for the construction of 
wave-wash protection measures where the existing batture is being washed off 
by wave action caused by wind and passing ships when the river is at approxi- 
mately bankful stage. Unless the condition is corrected, the erosion will extend 
into and seriously damage the levees. The items listed above require immediate 
attention. They are located below New Orleans and at places where setbacks are 
impracticable. 

he Trotters item is located in Tunica County in the Upper Yazoo Levee 
District of Mississippi about 5 miles above the Helena, Ark., ferry crossing. 


’ The levee is deficient in grade and portions of the riverside slope are steep. This 


reach of levee is very sandy and heavy seepage has occurred during high rivers 
stages. The construction of a riverside enlargement and berm of impervious 
material will control the seepage, and correct the steep slopes. 

The below Helena item is located in and immediately below the city of Helena, 
Ark. Reaches of this levee are below net grade. The excessively steep side slopes 
make proper maintenance by local interests extremely difficult. Riverside berms 
are required to stabilize the levee where foundation settlement has occurred. 

Funds scheduled for the Willow Point will be used to initiate and complete the 
berm to control excessive seepage conditions. 

The above Mound City, Lorette, and Sauve items are deficient in grade and 
section and will be enlarged to standard dimensions. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to operate and maintain the 
project after completion. Local interests are required to provide without cost 
to the United States all rights-of-way for levee foundations and levees on the 
main stem of the Mississippi River between Cape Girardeau, Mo., and the Head 
of Passes, except for maintenance setbacks. It is estimated that local interests 
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had spent approximately $292 million for flood protection prior to authorization 
of May 15, 1928. Costs to local interests since 1928 are estimated to be $18,298,000 
for rights-of-way and maintenance. Annual costs for maintenance of the com- 
pleted project are estimated to be $500,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The levee districts along the Mississippi River, 
totaling 37 in number adopted resolutions, after passage of the 1928 Flood Control 
Act, assuring the United States that the requirements of local cooperation will be 
supplied. These local interests have acquired all right-of-way for work com- 
pleted and underway. They have furnished assurances that the rights-of-way 
for work scheduled for fiscal year 1959 will be available when the requirements 
are made known to them. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost of $220,500,000 
is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. However, interior ad- 
justments have been made to provide for contributions to the retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


























Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
| sacl fenlataad 
New Madrid, Mo........................- $1, 750, 000 $27, 600 922, 400 |............ $1, 700, 000 
Mississippi River levees: 
Lands and damages. ................- 5, 400 SOS Bisasass. haul athass ces oes 
Channels and canals_................. 1, 371, 7 ck OS 3 =e lonvovessonsulenseeerseses 
Levees and floodwalls_................ 188, 357, 500 | 160, 988, 000 1, 566, 100 | $1, 612, 300 24, 191, 100 
Engineering and design._.__. te 9, 239, 7! 8, 082, 7 225, 600 188, 500 742, 900 
Supervision and administration... __.. 19, 775, 700 | 17, 540,000 180, 300 | 137, 800 1, 917, 600 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
RN int iditt dc nckne adteimpumibddankinws 220, 500, 000 | 188, 015, 400 1, 994, 400 1,938, 600 | 28, 551, 600 
RTT ne le cawennnsd OM Fo ohn cc dclacnasndenc ad ebacdvedben 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
its ice eiebshcchacntedtdiaisetsedeiaeend 188, 015, 400 1, 994, 400 1, 938, 600 | 28, 551, 600 
eI nee hc eeeaceacce, SORE F.oacnbiness ct atnigsoacaentbedss teenie 
Total cost (Federal funds only).......|........-.-- 188,015,400 | 1,994,400 | 1,938,600 | 28, 551, 600 
Ensim estan 581, 300 52, 400 119, 400 —753, 100 
ES ie call eiaerereadlneninl 1188, 596, 700 2, 046, 800 2, 058, 000 27, 798, 500 
METHOD OF FINANCING co was Pownce 
I ED AUT Dn dbndemnd |188, 959, 100 Sh Bee ic dctam dak cthiddendeontibe 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956... _- Seem Res i | eee tik ethebekammeet tie rittan chaltial 
Unvubligated carryover from prior year..__- | cea denig dase dieisinateaanad | 379, 800 BR, OU Bonini dmeanms 
| - amet — — 
Total funds available for obligation_........|........... SOR OM, OS +. 3904 ONO hii nenset  es 
Appropriation required...................-}......--...- Rea Liintihs Sawides 1, 800,000 | 27, 798, 500 
| 











CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT 


Mr. Cannon. There are no questions about these levees. We will 
ass to “Channel improvement,” for which $22,555,000 is requested. 
nsert pages 20a through 28. 


CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT 


(Continuing) 
i a ad ceclins tan Sia cimianen cao $18, 000, 000 
I nh cecil maids io Spats ds saie a waren aims 22, 555, 000 

a a a ae as Oe Sie 4, 555, 000 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Revetments: 
Continue: 
| Island No. 8, Kentucky (924R)-_.......-..-.....-.---- $209, 000 $209, 000 0 
Island No. 9, Kentucky (912L)__..--......-......-...- 418, 000 418, 000 0 
Slouch Landing, Ky. and Tenn (902L)_............... 446. 400 448 400 0 
| ey me ye FS enn anne oe 209, 000 209, 000 0 
ve ee ee ae ce 297, 600 297, 600 0 
yy A OS eee err 209, 000 209, 000 0 
Island No. 26, Tennessee (803R)-..............-.-..--- 148 800 148, 800 0 
| a a er es 940, 000 940, 000 0 
| Lower Bullerton, Ark. (788R)_..........-.-..-----.--- 418, 000 418, 000 0 
Sunrise Towhead, Tenn. (777R)..-.---....----------- 564, 000 564, 000 0 
Brandywine, Ack. COR) oso nn ccs eniacesdsiccconcos 209, 000 209, 000 0 
PURO SAM: BIR. GHGS: bndnGocwibinsciassecdweboen 105, 000 105, 000 0 
a | re ae ee 215, 000 215, 000 0 
Island No. 62, Arkansas (636R)............-........-- 209, 000 209, 000 0 
Huffman-Hickman, Ark. (830R) 111, 600 11), 600 0 
Robinson Bayou, Mo. (857R)-_-....----- 148, 800 148, 800 0 
Victoria Bend, Miss. (588L)..................-....... 535, 000 535, 000 0 
| TR: ASI. Enns accedicincip anndnden cuntiielaiee 535, 000 535, 000 0 
| ,: oP, S . 4 >.) ee eer 428, 000 428, 000 0 
| COs BAS SS 6 dcids ck ddan thn chewn duties 535, 000 535, 000 0 
Initiate: 
: Riprap paving above Memphis__................-...- 560, 000 560, 000 0 
Asphalt paving below Memphis-. .............-.-...- 270, 000 270, 000 0 
ob UL SS ee rare 940, 000 940, 000 0 
Ghelby: Forest, Tem. CMGL) =. <..2. 2. oe een ccec clk 372, 000 372, 000 0 
PIII. eho cn cccnecccticncnsatinesuasneds 327,000 327, 000 0 
CS EE os 5 Secinacduchobennanattoundestesine 856, 000 856, 000 0 
SUI I ne wees chm eliaeiiien 642, 000 642, 000 0 
er Se BR Ee ee 587, 000 587, 000 0 
Qponeen Cte, Gi SE) ooo sce cccennncccdecuas 269, 600 269, 600 0 
i 8, OE rer 535, 000 535, 000 0 
Re en, WE, SEND 8 nan rn nneinammmnade 717, 800 717, 800 0 
"ER. Mite CRI «coe oes armecioianabanewen 970, 000 970, 000 0 
Construction, articulated concrete mat................ 613, 400 613, 400 0 
Pe Fe BD bin cnonaindecuineateosiceendhveneme 0 202, 000 $202, 000 
ee ae, AT .. 4 a eee tamiemedhiciade 0 758, 000 758, 000 
RINE BE CN iii, winaaisnecis wiintictadpintadnitiie 0 417,000 417,000 
iO Oh I eer ae 0 675, 000 675, 000 
ees GE Lind nctnsainbbimonadocaniennen 0 535, 000 535, 000 
Permits GG COD GATIIOD...... occ ccnscnccnsececcsannseasuste 20, 000 20, 000 0 
EON WIE GON ain 5k once nda ce cccteeecieweces 750, 000 845, 000 95, 000 
Supervision and administration..............-.-.-.-...... 1, 064, 000 1, 314, 000 250, 000 
Os MIE so vstireditcccnesctmanncnemendediaden 16, 385, 000 19, 317, 000 2, 932, 000 
Dikes: 
Complete: 
NE, Us. aha’ eekamuniaghacdincauconmendane 250, 000 360, 000 110, 000 
I i ls ok clas de amincemamahaaawee 330, 000 532, 000 202, 000 
Pritchard, Mo__.... 0 260, 000 260, 000 
Hathaway, Tenn---_- 0 305, 000 305, 000 
eS oS oa ce esainaeaa mau anion 35, 000 65, 000 30, 000 
Supervision and administration_....................-.-.-- 50, 000 116, 000 66, 000 
Fy SE et id teewintchnncicudute scabatapddgaaedbets 665, 000 1, 638, 000 973, 000 
Dredging: 
oe ee ee 908, 000 908, 000 0 
nitiate: 
Rr Be | EE oo ienc <nivnacccunicegetioansiaaameied 0 350, 000 350, 000 
p EE a SS eS 4 SE 0 223, 000 223, 000 
NS RE aa eae 13, 000 40, 000 27, 000 
Supervision and administration_....................-.--.- 29, 000 79, 000 50, 000 
CE tate tktegccatcuseme anne etineiaaeas 950, 000 1, 600, 000 650, 000 





Total, channel improvement 
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Revised completion schedule 








1959 budget Revised 

estimate 

CT nmin Indefinite (1984).......-.......-- Jnne 1972. 
ecb ne tbeeesan Complete - - - - bi onéipumuange aaa, 
Channels (dredging) _- sviiooital Indefinite COS his June 1972, 
Bank stabilization (revetment and dikes)...._.....----| After fiscal year 1964 (1964) nated June 1962. 





Notre.—Completion dates are based upon the present monetary authorization of $462,000,000 for the 
entire channel improvement project. 


Location.—The project is located in the Mississippi River and along its banks 
from the vicinity of Cairo, Ill., to Baton Rouge, La., a distance of approximately 
{ 750 miles. Additional revetment below Baton Rouge placed since 1880 and 
} still effective totals 23.6 miles. 

3 Authorization.—1928, 1936, 1938, and 1944 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—6.5 to 1 (composite for main stem). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 








he. aku ue eaancbehonasebuabebesnr iene PERSIE OE Prev ence nn -<<cuce 
sina naan cauduaseradoakusmniwen puaeis ecg ile on ies 
ee een ceankeesunas naasnaentaoucedocnsensaata 0 scenes eal 
Other costs -_- idtegdncsréwithe Sues tee heed aces wen ya hella Re reece cu wacliobis 
Total estimated project cost. edn x asicniaw ares ate eee et Ae etek ceeee 462, 000, 000 |.......----- 
ns occa ann eckercceesencaucaessnseeessame 349, 481, 600 |.....-...--- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_- _ ._- eee ann cwin ha honaeecaas teat 1 18, 455,000 |_...._.- aed 
Appropriations to date- See siatenmbed dap anee sacri eamnannice 367, 936, 600 80 
Appropriations requested for fiscal yet ar SOR ce A aad 18, 000, 000 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__...............-..-..----.---.-- 76, 063, 400 eee TR 2 = al 


1 Excludes $500,000 permanent transfer from the project. 


PHYSICAL DATA 








Revetments: 450 miles. 
Dredging: As required. 
Dikes: 28 miles. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 










| Percent Completion 
complete schedule 









ea a eoiaecauee Complete. 
ne beiusinddnianigameate es aiecendccianabenn 183 | Indefinite, 
Bank stabilization (revetments and dikes)... _..........-...---.------.--.- 277 | After 1964. 


ee mermaid ine pasinincipint bein e dine piiab Meanie 78 | Indefinite. 




















1 16 cutoffs completed. 
2 345 miles of revetment and 3.6 miles of dikes completed. 


JUSTIFICATION 





The Mississippi River, with a drainage area of about 1,245,000 square miles, 
has a wide range of flow, increasing from an approximate minimum of 90,000 
cubic feet per second (675,000 gallons per second) to a flood of maximum record 
of 2,345,000 cubic feet per second (17,587,500 gallons per second) which occurred 
in 1927 at the latitude of Red River Landing. The project flood is 3 million cubic 
feet per second (22,500,000 gallons per second). The tremendous energy of this 
volume of water flowing to the sea is partly used up in attacking the riverbanks, 
thus causing the unprotected banks to cave into the river. As this caving pro- 
gresses, the attack becomes more direct, the bendway moves in toward the levee, 
and more sand is placed in the river and deposited downstream in the form of a 
sandbar. This bar gradually builds out into the channel and deflects the river 
current to the opposite bank, thus repeating the cycle. Revetment is needed to 
prevent the river from recapturing the length taken from it by the cutoffs which 
reduced flood heights. It is needed at localities where direct attack against a 
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bank is occurring. In localities where the river alinement is satisfactory but the 
banks are unstable, caving should not be allowed to develop. The stabilization 
of the river’s course is vital to the provision of an effective channel for carrying 
flood flows, safe and dependable navigation, low maintenance, and the protection 
of completed works. ikes are used in localities where the greater protection 
afforded by revetment is not required, to limit the meander pattern, and in reaches 
where the river has not developed a desirable pattern, to assist it in so doing as a 
preliminary step to revetting the bank. Dredging is used to close auxiliary 
channels and obtain desirable alinement at critical localities. The allocation of 
fiscal year funds will be applied first to those localities where there is danger to 
main-line levees. 

The Cairo-Memphis, Memphis-Arkansas River, Arkansas River-Vicksburg, 
Vicksburg-Old River, and Old River-Baton Rouge reaches are being stabilized 
under a definite plan. Progress will continue on these reaches with funds re- 
quested. The rate at which the work can be carried on has a direct bearing on 
the costs involved due to the large expense in mobilizing and demobilizing the 
construction plant required for this seasonal operation. Failure to continue 
work on the definite plan in the manner proposed will have an adverse effect on 
the revetment completed, and thus delay the completion and increase the cost of 
the channel improvement project as well as greatly increase the annual main- 
tenance costs. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $18 million will be applied to 
initiate and continue the following items: 


Revetments: 
Continue: 
Island No. 8, Ky. (924 R) 
Island No. 9, Ky. (912 L) 
Slough Landing, Ky. and Tenn. (902 L) 
Merriwether, Tenn. (876 L) 
Little Cypress, Mo. (869 R) 
Tamm Bend, Tenn. (820 L) 
Island No. 26, Tenn. (803 R) 
Keyes Point, Tenn. (795 L) 
Lower Bullerton, Ark. (788 R) 
Sunrise Towhead, Tenn. (777 R) 564, 000 
Brandywine, Ark. (749 R) 209, 000 
Porter Lake, Ark. (688 R) 105, 000 
Oldtown, Ark. (640 R) 215, 000 
Island No. 62, Ark. (636 R) 209, 000 
Huffman, Hickman, Ark. (830 R) 111, 600 
Robinson Bayou, Mo. (857 R) 148, 800 
Victoria Bend, Miss. (588 L) 535, 000 
Klondike, Ark. (580 R) 535, 000 
Walnut Point, Miss. (513 L) 428, 000 
Goodrich, La. (462 R)_....-.------ a ie eign 535, 000 
Initiate: 
Riprap paving above Memphis 560, 000 
Asphalt paving below Memphis ; 270, 000 
Lee Towhead, Tenn. (863 L) 940, 000 
Shelby Forest, Tenn. (745 L) 372, 000 
Prentiss, Miss. (576 L) 327, 000 
etn; Aaa ere Oe) . os ko. eh  wecagssebuedaes 856, 000 
Eutaw, Miss. (557 L) 642, 000 
Lakeport, Ark. (520 R) 587, 000 
Opossum Chute, La. (494 R) 269, 600 
Kings Point, Miss. (436 L) 535, 000 
Lake Karnac, Miss. (412 L) 717, 800 
Thomas Point, La. (241 L) 970, 000 
Construction articulated concrete mat 613, 400 
Permits and crop damage 20, 000 
Engineering and design 750, 000 
Supervision and administration 1, 064, 000 


Total revetments 16, 385, 000 


The proposed work at the locations listed above as continuations is for the 
extension of existing revetments required to assure the continued effectiveness of 
the work completed and also to prevent loss of or damage to existing revetments 
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which would result in high costs of replacement and repair. The continued con- 
struction of these items in fiscal year 1959 is necessary to minimize loss of revet- 
ment and preserve the existing desirable alinement of the banks. 
Dikes: 

Complete: Poker Point, Ark 

Initiate: Cat Island 

Engineering and design 

Supervision and administration 


PennNet. pried ils d eerste clk. belles ode ebeuks 665, 000 


The funds programed for Poker Point are to complete a continuing contract 
awarded in fiscal year 1958. 

The proposed dike construction at Cat Island will reduce the flow through the 
secondary channel between Harcklerodes Towhead and Arkansas, thereby con- 
centrating the flow in the channel along the left or Mississippi shore. This con- 
centration of flow, in conjunction with the Cat Island Bend dredging initiated in 
fiscal year 1958, will assist in the development of a better navigation channel on 
an alinement more favorable for stabilization in the wide unstable Pickett reach 
downstream from Harcklerodes Towhead which has been the subject of naviga- 
tion difficulties and excessive maintenance dredging for several years. Construc- 
tion of the Cat Island dikes in fiscal year 1959 is necessary to further the early 
development of a satisfactory channel in this reach. 


Dredging: 
Continue: Loosahatchie, Tenn _ - 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


Total dredging 


The funds requested for Loosahatchie are to continue the construction of work 
started in fiscal year 1958. This work is necessary for the orderly and economical 
accomplishment of the stabilization program in this reach, 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$462 million is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. Internal 
adjustments have been made within the overall estimate to reflect past cost 
experience and to provide for contributions to the retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





| 
Budget fis- 
cal year 
1959 


Total to 
June 30, 
1957 


Current 
fiscal year 
1958 


Balance to 
complete 
after fiscal 
year 1959 


Feature Project cost 


estimate 


(1) (2) (3) (5) 


Lands and damages. ..............--.---.- $181, 600 $181, 600 


Channels and canals....................-... 
ee ne cmennel 
Bank stabilization__- een eatin 
Engineering and design...._.......-- 
Supervision and administration 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 
only) 
ES eee ‘ 
50 Construction facilities... -_-- 


Total project cost (Federal funds 


Total vosts (Federal funds only) 
Undelivered orders 


Total obligations 
METHOD OF FINANCING 


Appropriations 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956- ---- 
Unobligated carryover from prior year 


Total funds available for obligation _- 
Appropriations required 





80, 074, 100 
244, 300 

329, 338, 800 
15, 830, 500 


_| 36, 330, 700 


66, 819, 600 
244, 300 

242, 946, 300 
11, 130, 000 


| 
1348, 617, 500 





|348, 623, 200 


| None 


27, 295, 700 


5, 700 | 


“14, 459, 600 


757, 300 


1, 722, 200 


$458, 000 


12, 159, 600 


798, 000 


1, 143, 000 


14, 558, 600 


14, 558, 600 


6, 169, 800 


81, 055, 000 





\348, 623, 200 
363, 400 


17, 763, 200 


—34, 200 





“74, 558, 600 


4, 662, 400 


— 4, 991, 600 





348, 986, 600 





17, 729, 000 


18, 955, 000 


495, 000 


19, 221, 000 


76, 563, 400 
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CONSTRUCTION DELAY 


Mr. Cannon. You transferred a half million dollars from this 
project this fiscal year. You show an additional $1,221,000 of the 
1958 appropriation will not be spent this year. It looks as if you 
had entirely too much money for the current year. But instead of 
asking for less money, you are asking for more, almost $4 million 
more in 1959 than you had for this year. On the basis of this year’s 
record, how can we be certain that you can use effectively the amount 
requested for 1959? 

General Carter. This project last year was beset by two things 
which bothered us greatly. First, the channel-improvement program 
in the lower Mississippi River depends on the stage of the river. 
Normally the river goes down in late June and early July so we can 

et to work with our revetment plants and stays low until late in 
Decetubee' We had a very high river until middle of August so our 
revetment plants could not be put out as early as we wanted them to. 

Then lack of authority to utilize all of our funds early in the year 
also slowed this project down to some extent. 

Then the river came up early in December so that the work which 
is required is yet to be done. We will have an unobligated balance of 
$320,600 out of this project at the end of the year and an unexpended 
balance of $586,800. The transfer of $500,000 was made from ‘‘Con- 
struction” in revetment to ““Maintenance”’ in revetment. 

Mr. Cannon. To what item was the half million dollars transferred? 

General Carter. It was transferred to maintenance of revetment 
already in place in the Vicksburg district. 

Mr. Connon. Vicksburg, Miss.? 

General Carter. That is right. We have scheduled our work this 
year with these funds based on what I consider a realistic program. 
We have three revetment plants. Two of them are large plants 
operated by hired labor. The third is a smaller plant operated by 
contract. We are planning to operate all three of those plants. We 
are scheduling these plants on a two-shift basis which will give us the 
optimum work for the most economical placing of the revetment in the 
river. 

Last year, due to certain circumstances outside of our control, we 
could only schedule a one-shift basis, which increased our problems a 
great deal. 

I feel very sure that given normal stages—I have not scheduled 
work that expects the river to go down earlier or rise later but sched- 
uled it in the normal season. We can utilize these funds in a period 
of about 22 weeks. 

The requirement for this revetment is well known, I believe, to 
this committee. I can discuss it if you like. 


VALUE OF UPSTREAM STORAGE 


Mr. Cannon. I live on this river, have lived there all my life. I 
can corroborate the general’s statement if it should need corrobora- 
tion, which it does not, about this June rise. ‘ The spring rains and 
simultaneous melting of the snows in the mountains brings a great 
volume of water down the Mississippi and every year we have what 
is called the June rise. 
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We met that situation on the Mississippi by the establishment of 
drainage districts. Under the laws of the State we established the 
drainage districts as corporations and taxed the land per acre in 
proportion to its benefits and we built levees and pumping plants to 
pump the surface water out from behind the levees. 

We have completely leveed and protected every acre of land from 
the northern reaches of the river down to its confluence with the 
Missouri River. It has been very effective. The confluence of the 
Missouri and Mississippi is in my district. Having had this experience 
with the Mississippi River, I thought now if we can do the same thing 
for the Missouri River it will solve the problem. 

So we took advantage of the war, when they were crying to every 
farmer that food would win the war, and told them we could produce 
for export more food than any area of the country and we could 
produce enough food to win the war if they would keep the water off 
our land. We got a statute through under which if we would furnish 
the right-of-way and the Government would furnish the levee. Under 
that law we proceeded to levee every acre of land on the Missouri 
River from its confluence with the Mississippi back up to Sioux City. 
We leveed that as effectively as we did the land on the Mississippi. 

Then came the flood of 1951 and it washed away everything we had, 
washed away every levee, overran every drainage district, covered the 
land with the gravel and sand. We realized that this was not the 
answer to the question. 

Kansas City, which was adversely affected by this river, cried to 
high heaven and demanded more levees and deeper channels, none 
of which could be effective. I am satisfied now that this plan under 
which we have built these five great dams in the watershed which can 
impound the water and let it out as needed, a program in which the 
gentleman from Iowa has cooperated magnificantly all the years 
he has been on the committee, I believe that is the answer to the 
question because if we can hold these terrific floods up in the watershed 
and let the water out gradually then our levees will be effective. 
It is beginning to work alres ady. 

How many of those dams up there are now in operation? 

General Carrer. I think there are four of them. 

Mr. Couen. I believe all but two are in operation now. 

Mr. Cannon. When was the last one closed? 

Mr. Conen. I am not sure, sir, but Fort Randall, I believe, was the 
last one closed. It may have been sometime last year. 

Mr. Jensen. I think it was Gavins Point. 

Mr. Conen. Oahe is under construction, and Big Bend has not been 
started. 

Mr. Cannon. This seems to be the answer to the question. After 
the water comes down on top of us, there is nothing we can do. It is 
too late. The water must be checked somewhere up in the watershed. 
If you hold the flood wave up in the northern dams and let it out 
gradually, by leveeing on the Missouri as we have on the Mississippi, 
we can effectively solve this problem. Otherwise, the Missouri is 
absolutely unmanageable. 

As we come out of the St. Louis Airport coming to Washington, 
we fly over the confluence of the Mississippi and Missouri. The 
strange thing is that the Missouri with its muddy water flowing 
into the Mississippi with its‘comparatively clear water does not mix. 
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Looking down from the plane for miles as far as you can see down, 
the Missouri with its muddy water stays on one side and the Missis- 
sippi with its clear water stays on the other side. 


NINE-FOOT CHANNEL-—ST. LOUIS TO KANSAS CITY 


I would like to say in this connection, however, that we must 
abandon any hope of a 9-foot channel between St. Louis and Kansas 
City. We put into the bill some years ago a provision under which 
the Corps of Engineers were to establish a 9-foot channel. To accom- 
plish this, they built dikes and revetments and retards, with the idea 
that by constricting the channel they would wash out the bottom of 
the river to the 9-foot depth and permit seagoing vessels to navigate 
the river. 

They overlooked the fact that the bottom of that river is living rock. 
The only effect of constriction of the channel was to throw the water 
out over the surrounding farmland. 

I took it up with the engineers. They insisted the plan was sound. 
They said it was having effect. They claimed they were scouring out 
the bottom of the river and were achieving the 9-foot channel. Noth- 
ing could have been further from the facts. 

The mayor of Mokane, in Callaway County said, “I am 64 years 
old; I have lived here all my life. Until the 9-foot channel was 
started, I have never seen the water from this river at highest floodtide 
reach the boundaries of the city.” He said, “Since you have put 
those retards in the river and tried to constrict the channel, we have 
had to travel some of our streets in boats.” 

So, we have placed in the annual appropriation bills for several 
years a provision that all money spent on that part of the river be 
spent for stabilization of banks and none spent for the maintenance of 

a 9-foot channel. 

General Carter, I want to ask if your experience has demonstrated 
it is impractic ‘able to establish a 9-foot channel between St. Louis 
and Kansas City? 

General Carrer. I cannot answer that-——— 

Mr. Cannon. I beg your pardon. It is the Missouri River man I 
should talk to. 

General Carrer. The dike system in the Mississippi between St. 
Louis and Cairo is very effective in making the channel deeper. 

Mr. Cannon. That is on the Mississippi, and not on the Missouri. 

General Carrer. That is right. 

Mr. Cannon. I agree with - you. The work on the Mississippi is 
very successful. The Missouri is a different stream, and has to be 
handled differently. 

Mr. Evins. It has been a very interesting statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. It is a matter of life and death with us over there. 
That is the most fertile land in the world. The valley of the Nile has 
nothing in fertility on the flood plains of the Missouri River. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, I was greatly interested in your ex- 
planation of the flood problems which you have had in your area. 
Of course you know that I have had quite similar problems in my dis- 
trict, having about 125 or 135 miles of the Missouri River bordering 
the district which I have the honor to represent in Congress. 

Mr. Cannon. And a vast acreage of alluvial soil. 
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Mr. Jensen. Indeed. I have seen on several occasions that river 
miies and miles wide. In the 1952 flood it reached from bluff to 
bluff. At one point it was close to 10 miles wide. It was carrying 
silt that as one fellow said was too thick to drink and too thin to plow. 
But now since we have got these great dams built upstream the silt 
content of the water of the Missouri River has now been reduced by | 
about 60 percent. | 

As times goes on and after we get these dams completed upstream 
and many of the soil conservation watersheds completed that are now 
. in progress and others that will be started even after this time, I look 
forward to the time in a very few years when that Missouri River 
will be one of the least silt-carrying streams in America. 

; We, of course, have the levee system which you speak of, which in 
my opinion in a very few years will not be as necessary as it has been 
in the past because we have these large dams that hold the water and 
let it out in a normal flow. It has been one of the most wonderful 
improvements that has ever taken place in this blessed land of ours. 

I have sailed up and down the river from Sioux City down to the 
Missouri line years ago and I have sailed that river in the last few years 
and it is an ‘entirely different stream today than it was years ago 
thanks to the good sense of the Congress of the United States and the 
good work of the Army Engineers ind the good work of the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the Soil Conservation Service. They all deserve 
great credit. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Are they any further questions on “Channel im- 
provement’’? 





YAZOO BACKWATER LEVEE PROJECT 


Mr. Evins. We just passed over page 14, the levee proposition. I 
have one or two questions to ask General Carter for the record. What 
is the status of the Yazoo backwater levee project? 













General Carter. The Yazoo backwater levee project has not been 
started. 

Mr. Evins. What funds will be necessary for actual construction 
to begin? 

General Carrer. There are no funds included in this budget as 
I recall for starting this project. The amount of approximately 
$350,000 could be used from an engineering standpoint to start the 
first item where it ties into the matn river levee at the head of the 
Yazoo. 

Mr. Evins. Planning is completed and you could use that amount? 

General Carter. Yes, sir, sicily is sufficiently advanced. 

M’ KINNEY PUMPING PLANT | 


Mr. Evins. Does the current budget include beginning of the re- 
building of the McKinney pumping plant? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. The funds are in the budget for that? 
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General Carter. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Mr. Cannon. I would like to ask this. Are you supporting the 
budget? 
General Carter. I am, sir. 


Mr. Cannon. You are not supporting anything that is not in- 
cluded in the budget? 


General Cartmr. That is right, sir. 


Mr. Cannon. Your theory is that if it should have had attention 
at this time it would have been in the budget. 
General CartEer. That is correct. 


MEMPHIS HARBOR, TENN. 


Mr. Cannon. Taking up Memphis Harbor, for which $550,000 
is requested, we will insert pages 29a through page 34. 


Memputs Harpor, TENN. 








(Continuing) 
Botest cptiinete........ 4.2 ee ee Ce) ae eles $250, 000 
VINES CURE 2 oe SSS ORS Se a re AS Cee 550, 000 
Ineteses'in butget estimiiiis23 A 222 Sse See eee. 300, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete Ensley levee item L-729, new levee_..........-.-.--. $26, 000 $26, 000 0 
Initiate Ensley levee item L-723, new levee__..............--- 190, 000 190, 000 0 
Initiate Ensley levee item L-721, new levee...............--.- 0 270, 000 $270, 000 
Be HE GINA oaks scanned cccntcncquacusandubaeoul 15, 000 25, 000 10, 000 
Supervision and administration. ..............-..........-...- 19, 000 39, 000 20, 000 
Ae sets sisiciigatalinatanetiobaavesatcina aides saso tan sce aabndeeiioaiaeg aaa laah 250, 000 550, 000 300, 000 
axcesetessnetcrenetateninetnae a MIE ER Ri aaa 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised 
estimate 
I Oc. 0... snc ahs cssinansp bine caabadia eel After 1964 (Dec. 31, 1964)______ Dee. 31, 1963. 
To ne a ia BO I a Do. 
Pumping plant... ............--..... (obs ciiaee acess Ck aekleaae nnn hutgt etter ded Do. 
COUT GG WONT oo ios oii tls ie After 1964 (Dec. 31, 1964) ______ Dee. 31, 1962. 


Location.—The project lies along Tennessee Chute (McKellar Lake) and on the 
islands lying between the main channel of the Mississippi River and Tennessee 
Chute, known as Presidents Island, and Vice Presidents sland or islands Nos. 45 
and 46. Tennessee Chute was formerly a bypass channel diverging to the left of 
the main channel at about mile 731 above Head of Passes, flowing southerly about 
4 miles, then westerly about 3 miles, reentering the main channel of the Mississippi 
River at about mile 722 above Head of Passes, or at the foot of Presidents and 
Vice Presidents Islands. Nonconnah Creek, referred to in some earlier reports as 
Nonconnah River, is a lefthand tributary and enters Tennessee Chute about 2 
miles below its head, within the limits of the improvement area. 

Authorization —1946 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—5.18 to 1. 


25230—58—pt. 2——35 
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Summarized financial data 

















Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Bane anita ncnscecshowaterennssanans mings ty ee eR ie al 
a sn en egusgneninenkdbnekeabeanaeeni GO, OOP. fe nbs bia dasi5. 
et a lcs gernnindnsnatitiniencest Bedhadamhsamnebtal 
TE. +25 >t han et nboennacanssenecennddhecelddaendedabudaebhiten 


Total estimated project cost. __................- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_.__-.... 
Approptiations for fiscal year 1958 
Appropriations to date. -............-.......-..- ‘4 . 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959___.............-.---.---...-.- 250, 000 74.5 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_...............------2-- eee 4, 584, 000 





PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees: 

Average height: 20 feet. 
Length: 11 miles. 

Other: Closure dam and approach fill across head of chute to elevation 240.2 
mean sea level, industrial fill on island to above flood stage, revetment and 
protective work at the head of islands and Nonconnah Creek sewer extension. 

Pumping plant: 1 Pumping plant for interior drainage. 

Channels: Approximately 7 miles of new channel 12 feet by 300 feet in Tennessee 
Chute. Realinement of Nonconnah Creek as required. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 





Percent Completion 
schedule 


cd ee nosisockshkuphetpuntconmsdicadcddwetescedenny aeopheneral 0 | Dec, 31, 1963. 
EE ia icant pap haloes cnsecns cok ccknnaeecswocnsanmwanename on 0 Do. 
SE IN CUI 5 cpp anandvencusaccccckusnses ida atch obaeabasee 92 | After 1964. 
I NE shires hehe eGeistaina oni scpcaccaredkonbathewnenaewiedn 72 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Memphis, Tenn. is a distribution center for the Midsouth and is served by 
several railroads, many highways, and the Mississippi River. The increasing 
use made of the Mississippi River for transporting products in large quantities 
to Memphis for distribution by rail and highway has accentuated the need for 
additional harbor facilities. The acute need for adequate harbor space will be 
accommodated by the construction of an off-river harbor in Tennessee chute by 
building a closure dam at the upper end of the chute, dredging channels, and 
providing for adequate terminals and industrial sites having both flood protec- 
tion and direct access to water transportation. The dredged spoil from the 
channel excavation has been placed on the adjacent island to form a land area 
above high water. This area is being rapidly developed and operated by the 
Memphis and Shelby County Port Commission to provide a river-rail-highway 
terminal with public facilities open to all on equal terms. Private concerns 
which use waterborne transportation primarily for moving their products are 
permitted to develop their own terminal facilities. The construction of this 
project will provide approximately 7,760 acres of flood protected lands suitable 
for industrial developments. A total of 960 acres are now available. It is esti- 
mated that the average annual benefits to be derived from the project is $4,250,000. 
The completion of this project is vitally needed to provide flood protection to 
an additional 6,800 acres of land in Ensley Bottoms which is available for industrial 
development and will have access to water transportation. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $250,000 will be applied as follows: 


ne CES BOW SOON Nad 2. nc nw adecnenanedeceadaas $26, 000 
nn MPEOMNE LET SO. 8 oo otek cub einen sone cucu es owe 190, 000 
a ec ae Name wea kae meee 15, 000 
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Ensley levee item No. L729.—Continue and complete. 

Ensley levee item No, L723.—Initiate construction of this item which is located 
west and south of the Memphis generating plant in Shelby County, Tenn. This 
work is to continue the levee construction of the Ensley Bottom portion of the 
project which will not provide any protection until the entire levee has been 
completed. 

Non-Federal costs—The initial investment required of local interests in 
construction of the authorized project is estimated at $410,000 for lands and 
easements. 

Local interests are required to furnish lands, easements, and rights-of-way 
at an estimated cost of $410,000, the cost to June 30, 1957, being $168,989. 

In addition local interests advise that they have incurred costs of approximately 
$3,331,000 for a public terminal, access roads, streets, spurs, lights, and water 
and gas service. They state private interests have spent approximately $5.5 
million on dock facilities, buildings, improvements, paving, drainage, ete. The 
total investment by local interests and private concerns using water transportation 
is currently estimated at $30,645,000 which includes 7,626 acres of land in Ensle 
Bottoms at an estimated cost of $2,425,000 for the entire industrial area whic 
is being acquired with city and county funds to prevent land speculation. 

Status of local cooperation.—The City of Memphis and Shelby County, Tenn., 
Boards of Commissioners have furnished the necessary assurances of local coopera- 
tion. Local interests have furnished the necessary right-of-way for all construc- 
tion to date. Formal request has been issued for furnishing the right-of-way 
for levee construction included in the fiscal year 1958 program, and it is estimated 
that it will be available early in calendar year 1958. Local interests have exercised 
an option to purchase all lands to be protected by the 11 miles of levee in Ensley 
Bottoms including right-of-way for the levee and levee foundation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost of $18 million 
is the same as the latest submitted to Congress. However, adjustments have 
been made in certain feature estimates to reflect experienced cost and price 
level advances on uncommitted work. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Feature 














Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
SNE os suascndausudsweddusewtens Be Se ee | ie ie FE [en eenkecensaluabnses atte anwaeeeme 
TR. dcenkbpitccbaiecahsacnandined DB eee i Bes Ne Be cndiwecdnctncutionsnetas $745, 500 
SEE. iitirbscdindspnapdmdiuicsunsiiiasiae De Nathanson sanded Ra dind nn iateBend, $230, 000 2, 101, 000 
UNS WR i iain ee cides PEEP OED Vidas dolncbbctfodiccucuesccboubegeesbabe 1, 221, 800 
BGMK StODEIARION.... 22a ccasncccubscocee ee OF UL eee ores 219, 100 
Engineering and design... __..............- 514, 300 , 100 $13, 15, 000 141, 300 
Supervision and administration. _._.._...-. 1, 424,000 | 1,042,000 300 19, 600 356, 100 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
CT. Si cininpnsnctumtnemanntin 18, 000, 000 | 12,930, 400 20, 200 264, 600 4, 784, 800 
eg RS Rae ne ed A OE ee FOO Fon, cnthaninncededoepaptepaaiomhebtsateas 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
Mh cch skies dale edd cee ecaud 12, 930, 400 20, 200 264, 600 4, 784, 800 
ge Te eee, NS PND Betctndntukitsnighey<ntiailhndiiigieee 
Total cost (Federal funds only)-.....|...-....--.- 12, 930, 400 20, 200 264, 600 4, 784, 800 
TE Sk cccdadtianaspnnackcctelennssonsdentl None 205, 400 —4, 600 — 200, 800 
TORRE CREAN, 6 sane canacccep Kbit eseeae 12, 930, 400 225, 600 260, 000 4, 584, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 

PN, ic dn cae hiesatsmatdendalseeibbhenen 12, 151, 000 BE SOUL Lon ckomnatodelteshbdgnasd= 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_.._.|.......-.--- POG WSO fost tihee. dae inc Sede esse ds se 
Unobligated carryover from prior year-....|.......-.---|.-----.----- 113, 600 TOD Beis msgnddto 
Total funds available for obligation. .|_........... 13, 044, 000 Ta OO hie LO 
Apprcprtathedis Wequ MOS. s. oisicin nde ficcdccondpbkbecasenbuscilensndtecken 250, 000 4, 584, 000 
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STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Cannon. It appears that nothing but designing work was 
done on this project this year. Can you assure us you would be able 
to use, effectively, the $550,000 requested for 1959? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. We definitely can. We will initiate 
construction on the levee items L—-721 and L-723, which are the items 
immediately adjacent to the fill which the city of Memphis is buildin 
for a powerplant, and extend that to the west and south, and we wil 
complete levee item No. 729, which is near the eastern edge of the 
portion of the project which is now under construction. 

Mr. Cannon. You do not anticipate having any surplus on June 30? 

General Carter. We will have an unobligated balance of about 
$10,000. 

Mr. Cannon. At the end of 1959? 

General Carter. At the end of 1959, no, sir; we will have it all 
obligated. 

r. Cannon. This is branded as a harbor project, but the work 
being done at this time seems to be more a flood-control and land- 
enhancement project. 

Will you tell us, somewhat in detail, about this project? We 
would like for you to use the map opposite page 29a. 

General Carrer. The Memphis Harbor project was authorized as 
a channel, industrial fill, and project for enclosing an area known as 
Ensley Bottoms, which you see on the map in green below the channel, 
to provide for additional industrial area. ‘lhe industrial fill and 
channel dredging is practically complete. We have just started on 
the portion of the project which is to enclose the additional industrial 
area in Ensley Bottoms. 

Mr. Cannon. The Government has some particular purpose in 
protecting that specific area? 

General Carter. It is being protected, as authorized in the au- 
thorizing document, to provide additional industrial area for the 
harbor. 

Mr. Cannon. You are merely following the authorization? 

General Carter. We are following the authorization, of course, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The Government has no interest in protecting that 
from a national point of view? It does not contribute to national 
defense, or to, in any way, specific governmental purposes? 

General Carrer. It will contribute in the additional area to provide 
for the industrial facilities required in the Memphis port which will 
give them the land required for their harbor facilities which will 
contribute to support of Memphis and thereby contribute to the-— 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Cannon. That being true, General Carter, why should the local 
beneficiaries not contribute more than $410,000 on this project? 
Here is an $18 million investment. The amount the local sponsors 
contribute is comparatively infinitesimal. In view of the fact that 
it is largely for local benefits, why should the local beneficiaries not 
contribute a large part to the expense of protecting it? 

General Carter. The authorizing document, Mr. Chairman, as 
approved by the Congress, sets it up in that fashion. 
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Mr. Taser. Does that mean we have to appropriate money for it? 

Mr. Cannon. That is the very point that should be emphasized. 
From that point of view, General Carter, is there any reason why, 
although it has been authorized, we should appropriate all this money 
when the local beneficiaries bear such a small part of the expense? 

General Carter. Benefit-cost ratio is 5.18 to 1, which is a very 
good benefit-cost ratio. That puts it in the national interest to pro- 
vide this area. 

Mr. Cannon. That is local benefits, and not national benefits. 

General Cartser. That is total benefits, national and all. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. May I interrupt, Mr. Chairman? 

In spite of the fact it does have a splendid benefit-to-cost ratio, in 
the final analysis this is mainly for the enhancement of an industrial 
site for the city of Memphis, this entire project. What I would like 
to know, Mr. Chairman, is this. When the bulk of this project does 
appear, it will be almost wholly for protection of a potential industrial 
land development. What justification exists for the Government to 
engage in such work? Certainly, this has a good benefit-to-cost 
ratio; I will admit that. But here we are building up a huge quantity 
of fine industriai sites for the city of Memphis at the expense of the 
taxpayers of America. I would like to pursue this further, Mr. 
Chairman. I think the committee should look into this very care- 
fully, from the viewpoint of whether or not we are justified in putting 
in the taxpayers’ money to any great extent when we look at the 
comparatively small contribution by the people of Memphis in that 
area. 

Now, General, | will let you answer. 

Mr. Cannon. May I interrupt to say this? The benefit-to-cost 
ratio is 5.18 to 1, and the 5 is for the benefit of the local sponsors. 
Proceed. 

General Carter. This will benefit the people in the entire area, 
Mr. Chairman, of Tennessee and Missouri, and not just the lecal 
people in Memphis. 

Mr. Taner. How will it benefit the people outside of Memphis? 

General Carter. By giving them an outlet for river navigation and 
saving the money which they now pay for transportation of their 
products, which are mainly agricultural products. 

The city of Memphis, in addition to the amount shown as local 
contribution, is spending about $2 million to purchase the land in this 
project so that it will be a real industrial—— 

Mr. ANDERSEN. What is the value of the bottom lands and what 
will be the value after completion of the local protection work? 

General Carrer. 1957 value is estimated to be about $2 million. 
A report in the Memphis newspaper in June estimated that the pri- 
mary industrial sites on the existing harbor, which has been com- 
pleted, which is the area shown in gray on your map, labeled ‘‘indus- 
trial site,”’ is about $6,000 an acre. The average cost of the land at 
the present time is about $300 an acre. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. In other words, after the protective work has been 
done we will have land there worth $6,000 an acre; is that it, General? 
General Carrer. That is according to the Memphis newspaper. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Without any such protective works expenditure 
by the Government we have land worth at the most $300 an acre? 

General Carrer. That is correct, sir. 
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Mr. ANvEeRSEN. Do you not feel that even part of that $300 per 
acre valuation was anticipation of the Government stepping in and 
doing something with the whole job? 

General Carter. I do not think so, sir. 

Mr. AnpERSEN. I make that statement because I looked over the 
roject about 3 years back. It seemed to me it was nothing but a 
ot of swampland there. 

General Carter. There is quite a lot of land there which is not 
swampland. 

Mr. Taser. But not worth more than $300 an acre, or not even 
$300 an acre. 

Mr. ANpDeERSEN. I would not give $300 an acre for it for farmland. 

Mr. Taper. Just a prospective industrial use with the expenditure 
of all this money by the Federal Government which would make it 
worth as much as that. 

General Carrer. About two-thirds of this area now is used for 
truck farming in the late spring and it is actually used and cultivated. 
One-third of it is woodland and swampland. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. What reason do we have as taxpayers up in 
Minnesota to contribute toward the development of an out-and-out 
industrial area for the city of Memphis? Usually I thought projects 
undertaken by the Army engineers were for the purpose of protecting 
against damage by floods and conserving the soils of the Nation by 
prevention of washing away of the soil. This, however, is out-and-out 
industrial development, Mr. Chairman. It is for enlargement of the 
port facilities of the city of Memphis. 

It is a very worthwhile project but I think the city of Memphis 
should at least match dollar for dollar every dime that the Federal 
Government puts in there. 

Certainly they make them do so up in Mr. Kirwan’s district on a 
far less advantageous development so far as the State of Ohio is 
corfterned. 

That, Mr. Chairman, is what I would like to bring up at this time 
for discussion in the record—whether we as a committee are justified 
in voting money for a project of this nature under these particular 
circumstances. 

General Carter. I can only repeat, sir, that the project is designed 
to provide an industrial area and a port area which will serve that 
part of Arkansas, Tennessee, and Mississippi and the surrounding 
country. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That statement is correct, but can you give us your 
opinion as to the advisability of my people up in Minnesota contribut- 
ing to such a project as this? 

General Carter. I am afraid I cannot answer that question in that 
way. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Thank you, General. 

Mr. Evins. General Carter, the Memphis port is considered one 
of the important ports up and down the Mississippi River and for 
the Nation; is that correct? 

General Carter. That is definitely correct. 

Mr. Evins. It is also a commercial port; is it not? 

General Carter. It is a commercial port and a very active one 
and is becoming much more active. 
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Mr. Evins. From Cairo, Ill., up to the farthest reaches of Minne- 

sota waa up to the gulf and New Orleans commercial barges use this 
ort { 
F General Carrer. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. We all recognize that the Mississippi River is one of 
the most used rivers of the Nation so far as commerce and tonnage 
is concerned. 

General, what is the status of the Memphis port project? How 
long has it been underway? 

General Carrer. It has been underway for several years. I do 
not have the exact date it was started but I can provide that for 
the record. 

Mr. Evins. What is the status of its completion? 

General Carrer. The fill and harbor channel on Presidents Island 
is substantially complete. 

The channel through Tennessee Chute is essentially complete, and 
work has been started on the first levee item which will tie in the exist- 
ing fill which has been made by the city of Memphis for the Memphis 
powerplant, so that the Ensley Bottoms portion of the project is just 
getting under way. 

Mr. Evins. It would certainly be uneconomical to discontinue a 
project as advantageous as this and which has advanced so far. 

Would you repeat again for the record the cost-benefit ratio? 

General Carter. The cost-benefit ratio on this project is 5.18 to 1. 

Mr. Evins. Just as a matter of colloquy with my esteemed friend, 
Mr. Andersen; on yesterday we took up the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence 
seaway projects. I remember the Oswego Harbor, the Buffalo Harbor, 
and others. We had some 15 or 20 harbors which the Federal Govern- 
ment is building on the Great Lakes. 

Here is an important one on the Mississippi River 

Mr. Taser. But there is no industrial site development connected 
with either Oswego, Buffalo, or any of the Great Lakes harbors. 

Mr. Evins. Industrial growth comes with the development of any 
harbor. 

Mr. Taser. But the Federal Government does not have to provide 
that and it is not being asked to on the Great Lakes projects. 

Mr. Evins. The general pointed out the city is spending $2% 
million for the acquisition of the land and they are making a con- 
tribution of $410,000 of non-Federal costs. That is more than a lot 
of other projects where there have been no municipal contributions 
at all. 

Mr. Taser. There has been no development of an industrial site. 

Mr. AnpeErRSEN. I do not think there are any projects up on the 
seaway which are analogous to this Memphis project. 

Mr. Evins. I meant the Great Lakes ports. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. There is no place there where the general taxpayer 
develops a great industrial area for the benefit of the community. 

Mr. Evins. Are we not all developing those ports for the benefit 
of the Nation? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. The ports, yes, and outlets into the Lakes and 
the river, but we are not building up great quantities of good industrial 
sites as a virtual gift to the people of the community. 

Mr. Evins. the record. 
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(Discussion held off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. The estimated cost of this project is $18,410,000. 
Is that right, General? 

General Carrer. That is right, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. We have expended to date $13,166,200. 

General Carter. That is right, sir. 

: ree JENSEN. And you are asking for $250,000 this year. Is that 
nght! 

General Carter. $550,000, Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. JENSEN. $550,000 is the amended request, yes. 

Yet to be expended on this project, then, will be the difference. 

General Carrer. $4.2 million in order to complete. 

Mr. JENSEN. $4,284,000 exactly, is it not? 

General Cartrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course there is not too much we can do in this 
a about this project so far as local contributions are con- 
cerned. 

This project is not in a category by itself by any manner of means. 
We have many projects under construction today and projects that 
are already completed which have about the same picture. 

Henceforth, before we make appropriations for construction at 
least, then I think the committee should, and I think it no doubt will, 
take a good long look at the local contribution picture on every 
project. 

Mr. Evins. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. The local contribution funds have been provided to the 
full extent under provisions of the act. 

Mr. JENSEN. You mean the act which authorized this project? 

Mr. Evins. Yes. 

Mr. JENSEN. But there is no law on the books of the United States 
of America which prevents greater local contributions. 

Mr. Evins. That is right. 

Mr. JENSEN. So it becomes the responsibility of the Congress, and 
first the responsibility of this committee, to see to it in the future that 
projects of this nature are at least to a substantial degree paid for by 
the people who derive the most benefit from the project. 

As I said before, this project is about 75 percent complete, so there 
is not much we can do about it now. 

Mr. AnprERsSEN. If you permit I do not agree with the last state- 
ment. There is something we can do now. 

It seems to me the money we are expending from now on has 
directly to do, does it not, General, with the enhancement of certain 
land values. The bulk of the land for the port has been spent. 

General Carrer. To dredge channels and industrial fill. The 
remaining portion is for the levee around the Ensley Bottoms area. 

Mr. Cannon. As Mr. Taber has said, because it has been author- 
ized we do not have to spend the money. 

Mr. AnprrsENn. That is right. 

You stated the remaining portion of the funds is in relation to the 
filling of the levees around Ensley Bottoms. Is that right? 

General Cartrr. Yes. 

Mr. AnprErsEN. Is that work necessary at this time? Would it 
harm the project if that work were not done? 
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Mr. Evins. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Certainly. 

Mr. Evins. Since the money has been spent for this fill, to fail to 
provide the levee might cause this work to be washed out and all of 
the gains would be lost. It would be uneconomical to discontinue the 

roject after this advanced stage. Is that correct? Could not the 
ands be washed away in time? 

General Carter. The Ensley Bottoms portion is not physically 
tied into the industrial fill. The levee channel across the whole head 
of the project, of course, is being built by the city of Memphis in con- 
nection with its industrial powerplant. I do not have the figure as to 
how much that actually is. We can supply that for the record if you 
wish. There is quite a length of this levee which is being constructed 
since the city of Memphis 1s coming in with a steam plant. 

Mr. Evins. The city provides a non-Federal contribution? 

General Carter. They provide the right-of-way. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. What harm would be aie if further appropriation 
is not made at this time? 

General Carter. The project will be stopped. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Temporarily? 

General Carter. It will be stopped. It depends on further appro- 
priation as to how temporary it is. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Would it not give the committee time to look into 
it to decide on whether we should give further appropriations? 

General Carter. It would certainly give time. There is no ques- 
tion about that. The project is underway, and I would like to see the 
project continued, of course. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Would any work already done suffer or deteriorate 
because of a year’s subsidence? 

General Carrer. The work which is in place would deteriorate to 
some extent but not seriously. 

Mr. Taser. The location of these levees at 723 and 721 as shown 
here appear to be initial operations. Why should we get into that 
initial operation of putting up a levee to protect and establish this 
industrial site which appears to the south and the east of these two 
levees shown here on the map? 

I can see why perhaps we ought to finish item L—-729, but the other 
items, L-723 and L-721 and the additional cost of engineering, 
design, and supervision and administration, I have difficulty in seeing. 

General Carrer. L-729 ties into the area. 

Mr. Taser. That has been started and is almost complete? 

General Carter. Not quite. 

Mr. Taser. There is no question about that? 

General Carrer. As to L-723 and L-721 that will continue the 
orderly progress of the work. 

Mr. Taser. That will catch the water at an angle there and 
protect almost that entire industrial site? 

General Carrer. It will not protect it at all. 

Mr. Taser. It will develop it, then. That is about the size of it, 
is it not? 

General Carter. The water will come around behind it. This one 
piece will protect nothing until we get all the way around. It will 
protect it from flow coming across from the old Tennessee Chute 
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Channel down through the bottoms area, but the bottoms area will 
be flooded. 

Mr. Taser. You are planning to go all the way around in the days 
to come? 

General Carrsr. That is right. 

Mr. Taser. That is what I thought; but we are starting this big 
job on the corner. 

Mr. AnpersEn. That is right. 

General Carter. We are continuing the tie-in with the hills on the 
east and starting around the corner; that is correct. 

Mr. Fenton. General, last year Congressman Davis was before our 
committee and I thought he made a very fine presentation of this 
project, not particularly the Ensley Bottoms but as to this industrial 
site. 

As I understood this project there was dredging to be done; is that 
correct, General? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. This channel which comes from the Tennessee chute 
is complete; is it? 

General Carter. It is not complete. The channel which is to the 
left of the map is not complete. There is a channel which goes north- 
west and around through Tennessee chute. 

Mr. Fenton. The industrial fill at the site is a byproduct of the 
of the dredging; is that right? 

General Carter. Yes; the industrial fill which has been completed 
was entirely a product of the dredged channel. Partially the dredg- 
ing from this new channel will be used to advantage in the levee con- 
struction. The main construction of the levee will be normal borrow 
fill because of the distance from the river. It will be cheaper to build 
it with adjacent borrow fill. 

Mr. Fernron. According to Congressman Davis’ statement last 
year $27 million will be spent by the city of Memphis and the county 
of Shelby, and after the project will have been completed, as I under- 
stood it, then the Federal Government would be required to spend $5 
million as against the city’s and county’s $27 million. 

General Carter. That is the total they will spend on both areas, the 
industrial site and the Ensley Bottoms area. They have already 
spent a tremendous amount of money. If you see that harbor you 
will see they have spent a tremendous amount of money there. 

Mr. Fenton. I have not seen the harbor but I remember Congress- 
man Davis appearing before the committee and at that time we had a 
large map where we could see this entire project. That to my mind 
is the trouble we have with some of these hearings, we could visualize 
it better by having a map. 

I further understood that this dredging of the channel is necessary 
because of the encroachment of debris, silt, and that sort of thing— 
enlarging Presidents Island makes it possible to eventually have an 
extension of the Tennessee Chute; is that correct? 

General Carter. That is correct. 

Mr. Fenton. So this channel was necessary to protect the harbor? 

General Carrer. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. I studied this as much as I could last year, and I was 
impressed with the amount of money which has been paid by the city 
in trying to protect the harbor. 
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That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. What amount of money already has been spent on 
this project by the Federal Government, General Carter? 

General Carter. $13,166,000. 

Mr. Cannon. In other words, all this fill has been provided by the 
Federal Government at a cost in excess of $13 million? 

General Carter. That is right. 

Mr. Cannon. What contribution has been made by the local 
beneficiaries to that $13 million? 

General Carter. Actual non-Federal cost is shown as $410,000. 
However, the city of Memphis has spent, for rights-of-way and ease- 
ments, terminal facilities, and so on to date, about $8,700,000, and 
they estimate that they will spend about $31 million more on the 
industrial fill area. 

Mr. Cannon. That is not spent in cooperation with the Federal 
Government. 

General Carrer. It is to make the harbor site useful as a major 

ort. 
r Mr. Cannon. For the benefit of Memphis? 

General Carter. For the benefit of the area; yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

Mr. ANDERSEN. | am not satisfied with the general’s reply to me 
relative to Ensley Bottoms. What part does the Ensley Bottoms 
development have to play, insofar as the effect on barge traffic to 
the city of Memphis is concerned? What is the purpose of it? 
Cannot the barges unload without doing anything at the Ensley 
Bottoms? 

General Carrer. It is to provide additional area for port facilities, 
such as warehouses, grain elevators, oil tanks, and that sort of thing. 

Mr. AnpeRSEN. Port facilities, yes, but at present is there any- 
thing to hinder the barges from being unloaded in the port of Memphis? 

General Carter. The numbers that can be accommodated in the 
existing area can be unloaded, but the increase cannot be. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. What the Army engineers are asking us to do, as 
a committee, then, is to further develop this 3-mile stretch of land 
one way and about 1% miles the other as further aid to that particular 
area in order to provide more room for docking facilities for the 


’ barges. Is that correct? 


General Carter. That is correct. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Is that not completely for the benefit of local 
interests? 

General Carrer. Completely for the benefit of the Midsouth area, 
but I do not consider it completely for the benefit of the city of 
Memphis. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. Are there any docks in this area at the present 
time, speaking of Ensley Bottoms? 

General Carter. Not now. There is one under construction for 
the unloading of coal for the Memphis powerplant, right at the 
powerplant site. 

Mr. Cannon. Give us the location of the powerplant site on this 
map. 

General Carter. Immediately below the word “channel.”’ 

Mr. Cannon. Outside or inside the levee? 
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General Carrmr. It will be the levee. It is being built up on a 
dredged fill, and it will be the levee. We will build no levee across 
that part. 

Mr. Cannon. Would that be safe now? 

General Carrer. It will be above the flood plain of the Mississippi 
River. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 


VICKSBURG HARBOR, MISS. 


Mr. Cannon. Vicksburg Harbor, $750,000. 
Insert pages 35a through 41. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


VicksBuRG HARBOR 


(Continuing) 
i ican nin dish ele ew ane +o n’ nde Con means $750, 000 
Ce ee ea ie amiecnntoasmemps 75, 000 
ie ult ts ease mt © wight = oe ph None 


The increase will be applied as follows: 





| 1050 budget Revised | Increase 


et ew il all a i Bt 


estimate 
ea acl eaclai in cleite Sihind tnchnltptensip claenancen ties bated! Ss 
| 
Initiate continuing contract for channel excavation _......._.-- $750, 000 $750, 000 None 
| 


Revised completion schedule 


i, 1959 budget Revised estimate 





Approach navigation channel_........................-.-.......- September 1961__..| February 1961. 
Industrial fill and harbor channel_...................--...---.-.. April 1962._....... June 1961. 
Highway and railroad approach fill_................-.-..--.-.--. aay eee sk December 1958. 
I te a des oS edamame aebeboch June 1961_........- June 1961. 





_ ESS June 1961. 











Location.—The Vicksburg Harbor will be located along the north bank of 
Lake Centennial with an approach navigation channel connecting it with the 
existing Yazoo Canal approximately 2% miles from its confluence with the 
Mississippi River at mile 432 above Head of Passes. 

Authorization. —Flood Control Act of May 28, 1928, as amended by the acts 
of July 24, 1946, and September 3, 1954. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—3.35 to 1. 













Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
| Amount percent of 
i estimated 


Federal cost 













i Sk 0) a hd kn eects). ee eee peeee lil. be 
Estimated non-Federal cost. ........_...-...---- Se os a ee ea EE tA encase 

Cash contributions. -..-.........- : [eGR aE lei gducasneebenscenerl Wh enquawes ae 

ec I eee se mattis Slag ha OR Bites h ccc sats 
eg ccbnbndannarddpaaesieesnenen | SIGE fs cada an auesoce 
Appropreations 0 Juns ee, 1067~..............2...26.220.522,-222-2--222-.. BE ladeiceactavbwsws 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_.......... a eth der sates . |. ¢ SS ae 
re tS tea sesh idekocsaadeenpacapesseannesucunaay | 1, 197, 800 30 


Appropriations requested for fiscal year BOG, ti detipibctbinnddcister 5 750, 000 48 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959____..............--.------- GE: ee Boe oan cna ates 





. a 2 ees 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Harbor channel: 300 feet width, 9,550 feet length. 
Approach navigation channel: 150 feet width, 4,850 feet length. 


Fill: 1,000 feet wide by 10,700 feet length, containing 245 acres at elevation 
above flood stage. 


Highway and railroad approach fills: 1,950 feet and 2,350 feet in length. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 








Percent Completion 


complete schedule 
Approach navigation channel... __.._...- econ dp beens weadebyetedhae 0 | September 1961. 
Industria] fill and harbor channel-...___-- $4 dh csae anaes haem sbyilenoel 14 | April 1962. 
Highway and railroad approach fill...._._.-- onenn=tguniliteisesssignn 0 | July 1959. 
Engineering and design...._.......-....--- cis ge eae ketene , 79 | June 1961. 
Wasie PHONG. a. 25s SSeS ocds5 oc deee Oe Weds oe dete danbatin adits oun 6 | April 1962. 





JUSTIFICATION 


The proposed improvement will provide an adequate harbor, free from the 
dangers of high velocity flow, which will supplement the present inadequate 
facilities. This harbor will be within easy access of the Mississippi River through 
the existing Yazoo Canal, along which most of the usable area has already been 
developed by business enterprises. There are presently no adequate facilities 
available for the transfer of waterborne commerce to highway and railroad trans- 
portation for inland distribution. Despite this lack of adequate transfer facili- 
ties, the waterborne commerce of the port of Vicksburg in 1954 was 523,700 tons. 
An analysis indicates that a total average increase of 223,000 tons may be ex- 
pected as a result of the proposed harbor development. The dredged spoil ma- 
terial resulting from construction of the harbor will be used to place a needed 
industrial fill adjacent to the harbor to an elevation above flood stage. Local 
interests will provide rail and highway terminal facilities, and thus commerce 
using the harbor will be provided with the necessary means for the expeditious 
loading and unloading of waterborne shipments. The area to be served by the 
proposed development is situated in west-central Mississippi and a relatively 
small portion of northeastern Louisiana. The area consists of approximately 
6,000 square miles within a radius of about 45 miles from Vicksburg. Important 
industries in the area are sawmills, cooperage mills, furniture and box factories, 
plants for processing cotton and fabricating steel, and the manufacture of cement, 
fertilizer, and light fixtures. Timber, cattle raising, and dairying are also im- 
portant industries. During the past few years oilfield development in Missis- 
sippi has been rather extensive, and industrial growth has been active. One of 
the principal oilfields in Mississippi is located about 35 miles northeast of Vicks- 
burg, and a relatively small oil refinery is located near the field. A new oilfield 
is now being developed near Bolton, Miss., approximately 25 miles east of Vicks- 
burg. The harbor and new industrial area will be an important supplement to 
a major waterway and is justified by a total annual saving of about $700,000 in 
transportation costs that may obtain as a result of an adequate harbor and indus- 
trial area. Other benefits for which no monetary value has been set are increase 
in traffic on the Mississippi River and inland-waterways system, indirectly bene- 
fiting the entire Nation, general enhancement of lands included in the industrial 
fill, and general development and growth of Vicksburg and vicinity as a result 
of the improvement. 

Fiscal year 1959.--The requested amount of $750,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate continuing contract for channel excavation: $750,000. 
Channel excavation: Required for construction of harbor. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment of local interests in construction of 
the authorized project is estimated to be $380,000, broken down as follows: 


TG tar Yen OPWES. oo nnSs Soo cian She aes ome aaeeemecas aie $200, 000 
Utaiey aitubatbowe oo i. is easier ace Uh. ced ; 

Road resdestlons. . . . . 2.2. en ccc onstage edn sbsantaaeekes 68, 000 
Approach high@ay bridgs.......-.-.. 00 cw ded ctype sony ds- epee sends 110, 000 
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Local interests are required to maintain and operate all works, other than the 
harbor and approach channels, upon completion. The annual cost to local 
interests for maintenance and operation is estimated at $18,000. Local interests 
are required to construct railroad tracks on the railroad approach fill, surface the 
highway approach, provide sanitary sewers, water and gas mains, and surface 
drainage facilities on the fill, powerlines, and transformer station, police and fire 
protection, warehousing facilities, barge, highway, and rail terminal, including a 
gantry crane for barge loading and unloading and furnish assurances that they 
will construct and operate adequate terminal facilities and the necessary public 
utilities open to all on equal terms as approved by the Secretary of the Army. 

Status of local cooperation—The Warren County Board of Supervisors on 
November 7, 1955, adopted a resolution assuring the United States that the 
requirements of local cooperation will be furnished. The rights-of-way have 
been acquired for the work scheduled for fiscal years 1958 and 1959. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,060,000 is an increase of $360,000 over the latest estimate ($3,700,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress; $285,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels. The 
remaining $75,000 is due to adjustments to reflect actual bid prices, experienced 
cost, and to provide for contributions to the retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





] | 7 e rennet 
| 
| i 


| 
Budget fis- | Balance to 








| 
Total to | Ourrent 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 | 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
| 
(1) (2) | (3) | (4) (5) (6) 
} 
Lands and damages--_.-_-........--.._--.-.- —$11,200 | —$11,200 |............ | bigdisibcs sipnail bit emeegreaale 
Roads, railroads, and bridges__..........-- 94, 000 al eee $89, 600 x4, 
ts ETE tly Be alll Si cE 3, 532, 000 5, 500 $210, 000 1, 006, 400 2, 310, 100 
Engineering and design __-.._...........-.. 126, 600 97,900 11, 100 10, 000 7, 
Supervision and administration __._....._. 318, 600 20, 500 35, 000 48, 000 215, 100 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 


Total project cost (Federal funds 














Ms Ue. Sie des 4, 060, 000 112, 700 256, 100 1, 154, 000 2, 537, 200 
RE IIs tsi ods 2 1 asad Scctd hdd <ahiend ibn Lop ouine nc cuhblomek Sette sehtds- Ok Bidbetden dune 
Total cost (Federal funds only)......| 4,060,000 112, 700 256, 100 1, 154, 000 2, 537, 200 
Cr SND ae ess occ ck cidacJi see diill 211, 200 425, 800 —212, 000 —425, 000 
a nell 323, 900 681, 900 942, 000 2, 112, 200 
METHOD OF FINANCING p Tare a a 

lich nmicninemGegendialeteneeseonan 497, 800 IE Rts i oineis mnt Gein 
Permanent transfer since July 1, 1956_.....|.........-.- I cs ral a ee ht Rae eae 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_....|_...........].....-.----- 123, 900 ON Bs. tiie 
Total funds available for obligation._|_........_.- 447, 800 a a Te 
Appropriations required..................|-...-.------|-+--- edo weit igs. 750,000 | 2, 112, 200 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Cannon. What benefits are assigned to this project other than 
economic aid to local interests, General Carter? 

General Carrer. The transportation benefits are estimated at 
$700,000 per year and the benefit-cost ratio is 3.35 to 1. 

Mr. Cannon. Why should not the local interests contribute more 
than $380,000 on this $4,060,000 project? It seems to me that small 
amount of money is entirely out of proportion to the size and Gov- 
ernment gratuity on this project. 

General Carter. Total cost of the project is $4,440,000. Local 
costs, in addition to the Federal costs of $4,060,000, total $380,000. 
That is for right-of-way and the construction of a tie-in fill. 
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Mr. Cannon. Although this seems a disproportionate contribution, 
at the same time it is a much better proposition for the Government 
than the Memphis proposition. On the Memphis proposition, we 
have an $18 million project with the city contributing $418,000, and 
here for a $4 million project, less than a fourth of the other amount, 
the local contribution is $380,000. It is much more equitable with the 
Government than the other proposition. 

Why can’t they cooperate on a little more equal plane? 

General Carrer. As I stated before, sir, we proceed with these 
projects in accordance with the authorizing acts. This is the way the 
project has been authorized by the Congress. 

The river traffic in Vicksburg has been increasing. In fact, it has 
almost doubled since 1952. The harbor which Vicksburg now has is 
very, very ineffective. It is the old Yazoo Canal which goes along 
the river front there. It is constricted back of the bluffs. There is 
just no other place that you can put a harbor in Vicksburg other than 
to go out here on this fill. 

Much of the industrial fill is being provided by the dredged channel. 

Mr. Cannon. There is another important factor here. Not only 
is this proposition for the Vicksburg Harbor more out of proportion 
than the other, but unquestionably the city of Memphis would be in 
a position to make a larger contribution than Vicksburg. There is a 
greater disproportion between the ability of the two cities to pay. 

General Carter. I visit Memphis very frequently and I agree 

Memphis is a much richer city. 
| Mr. Cannon. Still we are asking Vicksburg to contribute more in 
| proportion. 

Mr. Evins. In addition to the money indicated here in the budget 
as a non-Federal contribution, there was testimony that Memphis 
had spent $2% million on reclaiming this land. They are expecting 
to expend from $22 million to $30 million in helping to develop this 
port so that commerce of all the nation can use this. 

Mr. Cannon. Of which the city is the beneficiary. 

Mr. Evins. One of the beneficiaries; yes. But the record should 
show they are spending much more money than is indicated in the 
budget. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Might I ask a question off the record? 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. Looking at the map we find an extensive fill there. 
What is the purpose of the industrial fill section of the project? 

General Carter. The purpose of the industrial fill portion is to 
raise that fill above the flood level. This is all in the flood plane of 
the Mississippi River. We are to raise that fill above flood level so 
that the grain elevators and structures such as that which are built 
on it will be flood free. 

Mr. Cannon. That is in the nature of a gift to the locality? 

General Carter. I would not say it was a gift to the locality, sir. 
It is the completion of the project for the industrial fill. 

Mr. Cannon. In view of the purpose of that fill should not local 
interest pay a little more? 

General Carter. I can only say, sir, so far as the Corps of Engineers 
is concerned the authorizing document provides that this project be 
set up this way. 
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Mr. Cannon. According to the justifications before us now the 
present facilities at Vicksburg are able to handle 523,700 tons of 
commerce. Why should we build a completely new harbor when such 
adequate facilities already are available? 

General Carter. We estimate that that tonnage will increase 
materially. As a matter of fact, there are already people interested 
in expanding grain-elevator facilities to increase the traffic in grain 
at this particular port. 

There is a new cement factory being built north of this harbor from 
which cement is to be shipped out of Vicksburg. There is no cement 
there now that can be shipped. 

We estimate there will be an increase in the tonnage. 

Mr. Cannon. Could the present facilities be expanded to meet 
that need? 

General Carter. No, sir; they cannot. The present facilities are 
most restricted. 

Mr. Cannon. What would be the Federal loss? 

General Carter. It would be quite sizable. We have had appro- 
priations of $1,197,000, and there is a continuing contract already 
in existence on the project. The money which is being requested this 
year will provide for funds to service the contract and, if we canceled 
out, it would cost us about $1.2 million or more. 

Mr. Cannon. The benefit-cost ratio is 3.35 to 1. That is a very 
good ratio, but who are the recipients, specifically, of the benefits used 
in calculating this ratio? Where do the benefits go? 

General Carrer. The benefits are all in transportation. The only 
benefits that have been considered in calculating that benefit-cost 
ratio are in transportation savings, and they go to the people who 
buy the goods or who ship the goods, wherever they may be. If it 
is shipped from Port Arthur, Tex., to Vicksburg, it would be in Port 
Arthur, Tex. If it is shipped from Vicksburg to St. Louis, the saving 
will be‘from Vicksburg to St. Louis. 

Mr. Cannon. Has that been the contour of the river for many 
years past, or is it a recent development? - 

General Carter. That development was many years ago. It is 
called Centennial. I believe it was 1900. 

Mr. Taser. This harbor is presently operating with 500,000 tons, 
I understand. Is that right? 

General Carrer. It has increased to 730,000 tons. 

Mr. Taser. 730,000 tons? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. When this statement was prepared, it showed 

General Carter. We had another report since that. 

Mr. Taser. As I understand it, the part that is in brown on the 
map has all been done; is that right? 

General Carter. No; it has not been done. 

Mr. Taser. That on the other end; is that where you started a new 
channel? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. We have started a channel and we are 
building: 

Mr. Taper. You are building a channel? 

General Carter. We are building a channel, and the dikes on 
around the fill area to hold the dredge material from the channel in 
so that it will stand up and not run back into the river. 
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Mr. Taser. That goes through a spot that has not been excavated 
at all, does it not? 


General Carter. That is right. 

Mr. Taser. It is a brand new channel? 

General Carter. That is right. 

Mr. Taser. Something in the neighborhood of 3,000 feet? 

General Carrer. It will be longer than that, sir. It will be about 
9,500 feet long. 

Mr. Taser. How big will it be, and how deep? 

General Carrer. It is authorized a 12-foot depth, and I believe it 
is 250 feet wide. I beg your pardon. It is 300 feet wide. 

Mr. Taser. A mile and a half long? 

General Carter. Just about; yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. This is just an extension of a sort, a kind of dug-out 
place to provide sites for industry? 

General Carrer. It is to provide sites for port facilities, public 
terminals, grain elevators, oil-storage tanks, and that sort of thing. 

Mr. Taser. The total local contribution is about $380,000. What 
does that consist of? It says here that the harbor channel is 300 feet 
wide and 9,500 feet long. That is practically 2 miles. I am afraid 
that my folks are not grasping enough in going after the Federal 
Government. 

General Carter. That $380,000 is made up of $200,000 for land 
for rights-of-way, $68,000 for road relocation, $110,000 for the high- 
way approach bridge, and $2,000 for the utility alterations. 

Mr. Taser. Does that channel run right into the Mississippi River, 
or does it go into the Yazoo? 

General Carter. It goes past Vicksburg through the old bed of the 
Mississippi, which is now the Yazoo Canal, and comes into the Mis- 
sissippi just below Vicksburg. It does not tie into the west end 
itself, but to the one to the left. It comes down past the city of 
Vicksburg. 

Mr. Taser. It is a dead end? 

General Carrer. It is a dead end; yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Is there a dike between the so-called harbor channel 
and the industrial fill? 

General Carter. No, sir. This amount shown in green there is 
the retaining dike for pumping in fill. We have to build a retaining 
dike around the area before we can start pumping dredge material in. 


STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Taser. Has that harbor been started? 

General Carter. We have under contract the amounts shown 
there in green; $781,000 has been contracted for preparing these 
dikes and building the connection on the west, and we also have a 
contract for the highway and approach fill in the amount of $875,000. 

Mr. Taser. What is the status of the funds that were appropriated 
last year? 

General Carter. We will have an unobligated balance of $196,900 
and an unexpended balance of $900,000. The contractor has had 
very bad weather and high river stages in this project, so he was 
unable to work very much last year. 

Mr. Taser. You really do not need any more money then? 


25230—58—pt. 2——36 
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General Carter. Yes, sir; we do. We need the money to get the 
contract for the channel and the industrial fill under way during this 
year. Otherwise, we will lose 2 years. This is one project that if 
we do not continue, being in the riverbed itself or the river flood plain, 
we will lose if we do not continue. Now that we have started, we have 
to keep going. 

Mr. Tasonr. Is not the nine-hundred-thousand-dollar-odd balance 
practically the total amount of appropriations to date? 

General Carter. That is the unexpended balance. The money 
will all be obligated except approximately $200,000. 

Mr. Taser. That is all I have. 

Mr. Cannon. General Carter, at San Francisco, we have two 
piers, the municipal pier and the Federal pier. The city owns one 
and the Federal Government owns the other. Who will own these 
a when they are completed, the Federal Government or the 

‘ity? 

General Carter. It will be owned by the city. 

Mr. Cannon. In view of that fact don’t you think the city ought 
to contribute more of the cost? 

General Carter. As I stated before, this project is being con- 
structed in accordance with the authorizing document. 

Mr. Taser. You are not expressing any opinion in answer to the 
chairman’s question. 

Mr. Cannon. The answer is obvious. 

Off the record. 


(Discussion off the record.) 


| 
| 
| 
| 


BATON ROUGE HARBOR, LA. 


Mr. Cannon. Baton Rouge Harbor, $250,000. 
We will insert pages 42a through 48. 
(The pages follow: ) 






Baton RovuGce Harsor, La, 


i (Continuing) 
| ee oe SD cn wonwe use auld $250, 000 
) NUUIINRS (SUS. ark iS. Bes dol Seo. el tw Gh ces cil 250, 000 
en OREN gs Lie ce enema andes eene None 


The increase will be applied as follows; 











Revised 
estimate 


1959 budget Increase 


Continue excavation of the lower portion of the new 12 by 300- 
foot barge channel extending northward from the Mississippi 


River for a distance of about 2.5 miles......_............---- $231, 000 $231, 000 | 0 
Engineering and design__._..._.._..__-- Se i ca et 2, 000 2,000 | 0 
Supervision and administration.............__- 17, 000 17, 000 | 0 














1959 budget Revised estimate 








ENG a a or le RSS AS eR eee IE June 1966..........| June 1966. 
Channel dredging, miles 0 to 2.5__-- j etialesiics ..| January 1959-_-- January 1959. 
Channel dredging, miles 2.5 to 5.0....._- Painadistaiiplan an saeeads June 1966_.........| June 1966. 
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Location.—The project is located in East Baton Rouge Parish on the outskirts 
north of Baton Rouge, La., between the Mississippi River and the escarpment on 
its left descending bank. It extends from the Mississippi River at mile 234.4 
AHP along Scotts Bluff for a distance of about 5 miles to and including a turning 
basin 1,000 feet square. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act, and 1948 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.25 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost _- $2, 860, 000 |_....._..- 
Estimated non-Federal cost Lidss SS SiS > Sb de wa cadaseeles «idiot TOG GOO iio oe. 08 
Cash contributions -.........-- degen naindte opatgagn ts baiehyaichiinanoesd SU ON bdo nese ke 
Other costs_............. Zaes dion aati ic-guisesscnge & neappapalaiar Rehan d aieiabseiae  trenciandasasekee 
Tn See Wennee SON eh sek. UA ea wt po ee 
Appropriations to June 30, 1067... -. 2 -. ..5 sen aes sek seen lense i. | ae 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958. . ..........-...-.-.-.-..---.------.----. nein teretellird aed 
Appropriations to date_______- ; i<cefebchcesauenacnnane , 000 19 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_____.._..........-...---_--- | 250, 000 8 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959___.__._.___._..._-- Sent | TUN Uo sw ncwninconactad 


1 Voluntary contribution. 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: Mississippi River at mile 234.4 AHP. East bank thence along the base 


of Scotts Bluff northward—12 feet deep, 300 feet wide, 5.0 miles long including 
a turning basin 1,000 feet square at the upper end. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 





Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
Channel dredging: 
NEUE sb nid abindes~anktihtee dhadathscedhweadsedccsnhebeneaae 0 | January 1959. 
Miles 2.5 to 5.0. ............ nis cies dit tedllinas ioe ssiiigiieele ibe Miciak aetloeaia andeae 0 | June 1966.! 


! Contingent upon industrial development. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The port of Baton Rouge is the upper terminus for oceangoing vessels on the 
Mississippi River. Barge traffic averaged 6,410,410 tons for the 10 years 1947— 
56. Receipts and shipments for barge tonnage in 1956 amounted to 7,916,113 
tons and for the entire port ship and barge tonnage 18,947,105 tons. High- 
current velocities and shifting silt in the Mississippi River along the Baton 
Rouge front make development of barge facilities on the open river impracticable. 
The proposed channel will provide a slack-water harbor where barges can be 
moored, tows assembled, rearranged, loaded or unloaded, and repairs made. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $250,000 will be applied to the 
following: 


Continue excavation of the lower portion of the new 12-feet by 300-feet 
barge channel extending northward from the Mississippi River for 





a distance of about 2.5 miles_________-_- ss in x oe lt AR Apc a OO aD $231, 000 
eeeerne Bee sw. a Leo den ee eee 2, 000 
Supervision aid administration... ... . << ace ~cndctcusmnvcns teem 17, 000 

ee fe Nn dg i deen ear ee kn ee ee 250, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—The Greater Baton Rouge Port Commission by resolution 
dated August 19, 1957, obligated itself to the Corps of Engineers for participation 
in the project beyond that required by Congress, in the sole interest of speeding 
the appropriation of Federal funds, by making available to the United States 
Government not later than February 1, 1958, the sum of $500,000 for construction 
of the first phase of the project. The resolution also obligates the port commission 
to furnish an additional $250,000 to match further appropriation of Federal funds, 




































SAS Met ILA ee ee oe a 






2 ereuaaeeneng st + co heencamaires | 
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In addition the port commission has already authorized as part of the assurances, 


furnish free of cost to the 


nd up to $1-million. 
aton Rouge Port Commission, 


the expenditure of $500,000 for the creation of a public terminal on the channel 
and is prepared, if these costs are exceeded, to s 
Status of local cooperation.—The Greater 
authorized and empowered under the laws of the State of Louisiana, has furnished 
the assurances of local cooperation, which were accepted November 15, 1956, to 
nited States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and 
spoil areas required for initial construction and subsequent maintenance; furnish 


assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army that they will construct and 
operate adequate terminal facilities open to all on equal terms approved by the 
Secretary of the Army; and hold and save the United States free from damage 


resultin 
The 


1957. 


from construction and maintenance of the improvement. 

reater Baton Rouge Port Commission has been requested to furnish rights- 
of-way and right-of-entry to permit commencement of construction by October 
It is understood that the commission has obtained commitments from all 
landowners affected for donation of the right-of-way. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,860,000 is a reduction of $240,000 from the last estimate ($3,100,000) sub- 


mitted to Congress. 


Although the cost of construction due to price level in- 


creases and design modifications has been increased by $510,000, the Federal cost 
has decreased as a result of a voluntary contribution by local interests in the 
amount of $750,000. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Channels___- 


Engineering and design.._____- 
Supervision and administration 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contributions) 
Undistributed costs --._....-.-.-.--.-- 


Total project cost (Federal funds and 
non-Federal contributions) - - 
Pending adjustments______- oes 


Total costs (Federal funds and non- | 
Federal contributions) -_- 
Undelivered orders -- _------- 


Total obligations. --_-_- 


Federal funds: 


Total applied cost___-.....-..--- ‘ 
Undistributed costs __.............-.- 


eres prosect O00t... 2.5.22... 
Pending adjustments _--.----- 


eee a en ceee 
Undelivered orders. --............-.--- 


Total obligations-_-............ TPE 
Non-Federal funds: 
Total applied cost (non-Federal con- 
tribution) if 
Undistributed costs_-..........-....-- 


"‘Teee prosect eest.-................- 
Pending adjustments--_-............--- 


ik cn nkdsccnutnodeennsels 
Undelivered orders_........-.....--.-- 


nee CRMMRRCIONS. . <. onc cnn ncncnes 


Feature 


(1) 


| 
| 


Project cost | 
estimate 


(2) 


Total to 
June 30, 
1957 


(3) 


Current 
fiscal year 
1958 


(4) 






Budget fis- 
cal year 
1959 


(5) 


Balance to 
complete 

after fiscal 
year 1959 


(6) 























$3, 328, 800 $927, 300 $490, 700 $1, 910, 800 
35, 000 $20, 400 4, 500 2, 000 8, 100 
246, 200 1, 100 68,200 | 35, 800 141, 100 
—_ — | —_——— | 
3, 610, 000 21, 500 1, 000, 000 528, 500 2, 060, 000 
ac% Seis None : adalat ine elem 
3, 610, 000 21, 500 1, 000, 000 528, 500 2, 060, 000 
me None |_- li ; iil aiinabenananmniin 
3, 610, 000 21, 500 1, 000, 000 528, 500 2, 060, 000 
asnat None ee ; ; 
3, 610, 000 21, 500 1, 000, 000 528, 500 a "2,060, 000 
2, 860, 000 21, 500 500, 000 278, 500 2, 060, 000 
Lede None A silk abit legate tien J 
2, 860, 000 21, 500 500, 000 278, 500 2, 060, 000 
ees POGUE 45 is iwc 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959—Continued 


| 
Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) © (6) 


ee EE | 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds: 


MOR = 5.2 aa 55 press FSX Sie $2, 860, 000 $50, 000 $500, 000 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956. 


Unobligated carryover from prior UNE oo0nsa00ersbocasatecen 28, 500 $28, 500 
Total funds available ot eee deh tbedl teeaetSak 50, 000 IE Tae cat cot ene iignh cotati 
ro required .. SdELé ins ny iahdn ep dne dehegneaeieecotbegammematt 250,000 | $2,060, 000 

Non-Federal costs 
Contributions ny Pade a aoa aati na aeioaememel 500, 000 
Advances--..... io Aiitektoubeegeed ee 
Unobligated carryove nw adbiseai@ twin Adsenalieen cosine aibipere ference emanate aaa al 
Total available for obligation. Gib: dimenaiibaehuntiabwake es sankalnenes EN Nicene teen ttin 
eg SE ae een eetrn Seunann Sze cedeeuanes wonae SOE Vraecasucdase 


VOLUNTARY LOCAL CONTRIBUTIONS 


Mr. Cannon. The local interests made several commitments to the 
Federal Government to get this project started. What commitments 
did the local sponsors make? 

General Carter. This is different than the others in that the 
authorizing document does not provide for local contributions other 
than right-of-way, and so forth, but in order to get the project started 
the local interests are contributing half of the money. We already 
have in hand the local contribution of about $500,000 for the first 
contract. They have sold bonds to provide the rest of this. 

Mr. Cannon. They have issued their own bonds and kept their 
agreement and paid half? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Why should Baton Rouge pay half and Vicksburg 
and Memphis pay what amounts to practically nothing? As you 
say, when these are completed, they will belong not to the Federal 
Government but to the local interests. 

General Carter. Baton Rouge organized its Port Development 
Commission early and was apparently able to do this, sir. I believe 
they came in with this contribution because this was in a new-start 
category and, being a newly authorized project, no funds have been 
appropriated. It is my understanding that they contributed because 
they are in such dire need of additional port facilities. 

Mr. Cannon. Apparently Vicksburg was in need, too, and Memphis 
was in need, but they did not offer to contribute half. 

General Carter. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Proportionately the beneficiaries of this project are 
putting in much more than those on the Vicksburg project. 


OLD RIVER, LA. 


Mr. Cannon. Old River, La., $8,550,000. 
We will insert pages 49a through 55 in the record. 
(The pages follow:) 
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Outp River, La. 


(Continuing) 
Ne ene ed eabens oad a. s\Seak _... $7, 750, 000 
I Si sci co alge ae done Slee se _.. 8, 550, 000 
pues ae emnees Gbtimate_ 5. lo cl eee ae is 800, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 








1959 budget Revised Increase 





estimate { 

aa a a ee $1, 149, 900 $1, 149, 900 0 | 
Complete overbank structure_...............-.---.---..------ 2, 380, 600 2, 380, 600 0 
Complete gantry crane, overbank structure__..............--- 326, 000 326, 000 0 
Continue outflow channel, low sill structure - 2, 974, 800 2, 974, 800 0 
Initiate and complete levees from channel excavations _ 74, 400 74, 400 0 

Initiate excavation of lock site and construct tie-in levee, also 

required as a means of access to lock site. ew ; 0 725, 000 $725, 000 
Engineering and design _-_- pAeaaddnéain ace shan meaaenes 256, 000 276, 000 20, 000 
Supervision and administration. akties dnaehiacedekecceud 588, 300 | 643, 300 55, 000 
800, 000 


OR cc ccatannescasquepdqewsacenscane- pnwtaRRNas Nw ERE 7, 750, 000 | 8, 550, 000 





Revised completion schedule 


| 1959 budget Revised estimate 
snitdopecii ited eR bs catia | 


I. £0 Stk a a After 1964 vane ae. .....-| June 1965, | 
Lands and damages-__.__._....__---- .-.-.----| March 1958 ..--------| March 1958. 

URE ESS TVG ETT TS AUR SEs > January 1964_- _....-.--.-----}| Deeember 1962. 

I di re et). Uk sails coin lnaieiatepcahale EE titers eeteeas vetoes decd ide February 1963. 

Levees: 


Protection levees__...............--.-...- aN SS oir re hes ase ts. oi Sen --| June 1963. 
1 


Old River closure a na June 1965 | November 1963. 
Flood control and diversion structure: “7 

Low sill structure..__........--.. insoles -| December 1958 _. ---- ...----.----| December 1958, 

Overbank structure---..-.-.-_-- LS ....| June 1959_- ---------| June 1959. | 
Bank stabilization.__._____- 


Buildings, grounds, and utilities June 1964 ably hac adodson tein tid June 1962. 





After 1964 (June 1966)... ......---- | June 1965. 





Location.—The project is located in the lower portion of the Red River back- 
water area between the Red and Mississippi Rivers and above the Pointe Coupee 
north levee in Louisiana. 

Authorization—Flood Control Act approved May 15, 1928, as amended. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—4.15 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 











| | Accumulated 
| Amount percent of 
| | estimated 
Federal cost 
i aati easietnnemeantlgiets vicina E Z ei i cel litle 
oe ee ein oh oniabokemdmnbetiasewe $80, 000, 000 |__- Nar t6 
Be I OONG) CONE ig 5 £5555 55 viens odes etn dia- side gasses SO BOO bits sas deca mats 
Cash contributions. - Saeed liiphespncedeniebaaaieiatean tans aaa’ 965, 000 raake 
OE Se sina sds debaddnkdaks desddat oe SS | 
i Total estimated project cost........._..-.---- si a a ..| 80, 965, 000 | asap irc | 
. ET I BO nn oo kn weccwnmneerwcasaccsccenccual Bip ant aee ‘ we | 
; Appropriations for fiscal year 1958. ._- Bical vast obin eaetieh hikancd aati of ss iy 5 tases | 
Appropriations to date... ..._._- Ty i chcdaaeat imaocaameneeeeh as nea 27 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959 Siiaaed itentwoa emule 7, 750, 000 | 34 | 
B ce to complete after fiscal year 1959... ...._.___- ccnhiveisteh ibcbictiettalroaclh, me pee dareiiee 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Low-sill structure: Reinforced concrete structure; 11 gate bays each having 44 
feet clear width between weir crest 10 feet mean sea level, except 3 bays with 
weir crest at —5 feet mean sea level, for passing low flows; total length 566 feet 

between abutments; vertical lift steel gates. 





SN 


Overbank structure: Reinforced concrete with hinged timber panel gates; 73 
gate bays each having 44 feet clear width between piers; weir crest 52 feet mean 
sea level; total length 3,356 feet between abutments. 

Navigation lock: 75 by 1200 feet. 

Maximum W. 8. elevation: 67 feet mean sea level. 

Maximum discharge capacity: Approximately 700,000 cubic feet per second for 
both structures. 

Inflow channel: 0.5 miles long; botton width 1,000 feet at —5 mean sea level. 

re ene 7 miles long, bottom width 900 feet at —9 mean sea level 

average). 

Levees: Approximately 16 miles of enlargement and new levees. 

Bank stabilization: Approximately 5 miles. 

Lands and damages: 2,480 acres for structures and channels; 9,530 acres for spoil 
disposal (easement). 

Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
De a ee 98 | March 1958. 

id cbnmnicngasar hens Dyed apicapisilgathbe dc dctmrehaben aaa 0 | January 1964 
Ce eee lik... OR Sain Las sink piqued nhgginteakatdcalaeals 24 | June 1964. 
Levees: 

NN DO big enSe ks s Re oa Sheet ease nuk h don ceeatsacs 7 Do. 

me ok Re ae a ee 0 | June 1965. 
Flood control and diversion structures: | ( 

ae eS SRS a ee eee ee oe 5b alk aids 72 | December 1958. 

CE SEIN. cccccenccqummnssotecqadbgnmnimiredicagadiqecenet 45 | June 1959. 
Pg SE Er a ae See ee Ces REE 0 | After 1964. 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities. ......-... 5.2.2.2. cose ec cee eee ewcenseeee 0 | June 1964. 
BD ONO a Bitine ct dccagiensniscondnactinbaiedsd i dlbiaddeobiacsudeee: 20 | After 1964. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will prevent the Mississippi River from changing its course to 
that of the Old and Atchafalaya Rivers. Should this occur, the cities of Baton 
Rouge and New Orleans and many lesser-size communities would be without 
sufficient quantities of water to supply their domestic needs during low-water 
periods. he vast industrial complex located from above Baton Rouge to near 
the river’s mouth would be without fresh water which is vital to its operation. 
The Mississippi River as far as Baton Rouge would become brackish. he plan 
for controlling floods below Old River would have to be redesigned and recon- 
structed. Cities, towns, railroads, highways, waterways, industry, agriculture 
and utilities in the Atchafalaya Basin would be subject to partial or complete 
destruction or serious disruption. The investment of the United States in flood 
control and navigation works would be threatened and a large amount of it lost. 
The effect would be felt probably as far upstream as Vicksburg on the Mississippi 
River and Boyce on the Red River as a result of swifter currents and increased 
meandering. The cost of these losses, not including the dislocation and disruption 
of industry and agriculture, is estimated conservatively to be $475 million plus an 
additional annual maintenance cost of $6,700,000. he estimated benefits are 
$14,600,000 annually. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $7,750,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete: Levees from channel excavation- - -_---_----- $74, 400 
Continue: Outflow channel, low sill structure______.-...---.------ 2, 974, 800 
SINR Cas SAT AU COOIO Sw! antl AE dln pa ch lignes beers he eereeinn 256, 000 
SoeInee VENIOM BEL GULIMSEOROOIOND no og cen nang dob soasstas 588, 300 
Complete: 

W Gill @umeiebnrO i oi ibs ee aed Soe 4 1, 149, 900 
Overionnk -wirastute s.4.3 hk cb iek pwede eidbwe th twee al el 2, 380, 600 
Gantry crane, overbank structure___.........-.--..----.------ 326, 000 

Re bie 2h. a IG a eee ees Cue la twoo eee 7, 750, 000 


With the funds requested for fiscal year 1959, construction features previously 
initiated will progress at an economical rate and in accordance with the planned 
completion dates. 
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Non-Federal costs—The Department of Highways and Bureau of Public Roads 
will make a voluntary contribution, estimated to be $965,000 for widening the low- 
sill and overbank structures and the levee to provide for a roadway. 

Status of local cooperation——The Fifth Louisiana levee district on October 29, 
1928, adopted a resolution assuring the United States that the requirements of 
local cooperation for levee work along the Mississippi River will be supplied. All 
of the rights-of-way required for levee work have been acquired. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$80 million is an increase of $6,400,000 over the latest estimate ($73,600,000) 
submitted to Congress. $4,972,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels. 
Increased quantities required in the closure of Old River, based on more detailed 
design, increased the estimate for levees by $720,000. Engineering and design 
and supervision and administration has been increased a total of $952,000 due 
to reanalysis of requirements and to provide for contribution to the retirement 
fund. Adjustment in the estimates for lands and damages; floodway control 
and diversion structures and bank stabilization, based on receipt of bids and 
renanalysis of requirements, resulted in a net decrease of $244,000. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


| 


Total to | Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature | Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
| estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 


| 


| @) 


$271, 400 
| 26, 478, 000 
| 18, 386, 000 
Floodway control and diversion structure_.| 17, 233, 100 ; 6, 012, 100 
Bank stabilization ean innit Cana Biveb eens dinebies 
Buildings, grounds and utilities I Dreceeisstens nares os 25, 000 
Engineering and design._........_..........| 2,732,000 421, 000 
Supervision and administration 5, 694, 000 729, 000 


Ey 


3! g 


253: 


& 





10, 232, 700 


Undistributed cost: None__.._.........._-} é ] mealies 
Total project cost (Federal funds only). -| 10, 232, 700 51, 371, 800 





Total cost (Federal funds only) 10, 232, 700 51, 371, = 


Undelivered orders. __...__.__- cosh —196, 100 


Total obligations. _........___. tote Seiealinectiis gle 10, 036, 600 





METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds 

Appropriations 

Permanent transfers since July 1 1956_.___- 
Unobligated carryover from prior year___-- 
Funds available for obligation.__.._..___.- 
Appropriation required 








Mr. Cannon. Mr. Taber? 

Mr. Taser. What about the Old River? Is that practically done? 

General Carter. It is right on schedule, Mr. Taber. There is a 
sizable amount of work yet to be done and the project is not scheduled 
for completion until 1960. 

Mr. Taser. Do you have the authorization for a lock? 

General Carrer. We have authorization for a lock; yes, sir. 

Mr. Taper. Is this a case where you still have $51 million to be 
appropriated? You were asking for something like $7,750,000. 

General Carrer. We are asking for $8,550,000, Mr. Taber. 

/ 
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Our revised estimate on page 49a shows that. That will continue 
this project in accordance with our best engineering requirements and 
will give us an opportunity to make the closure of Old River earlier. 
This 1s a very critica] situation and it might become critical at any 
moment. 

Mr. Taser. This is not a navigation project? It is a flood-control 
project? 

General Carrer. It is a flood-control project. 

The purpose of the project is to provide control to prevent the 
Mississippi River from changing its course. It is the most interesting 
project and I hope that if any of you can get down to that area, we 
would like to show it to you. 

Mr. Taper. This is the one that turns the river around; is that it? 

General Carrer. No, sir. It does not turn it around. The Old 
River connection between the Red River, which carries the water 
from the Ouachita, Black, and other rivers in the Tensas Basin, flows 
into the Atchafalaya and when stages in the Red River are above 
those in the Mississippi, then it flows to the east. 

When the stages in the Mississippi are above those in the Atcha- 
falaya, the Old River connection flows west. A flow to the east has 
not occurred in about 10 or 12 years and the proportionate flow going 
west has been increasing. It is an absolute requirement that we 
maintain the fresh water flow of the Mississippi River through and 
past Baton Rouge, New Orleans and all of the area to the south. 


STATUS OF MONETARY AUTHORIZATION 


Mr. Cannon. On page 49a you have an item of $725,000 to— 


initiate excavation of lock site and construct tie-in levee; also required as a means 
of access to lock site. 

Apparently there is no authorization for that and the recent bill 
which did carry authorization for it did not become a law. 

General Carter. The status of that, sir; is that the authorizing 
document authorizes the lock. The total monetary authorization for 
the complete Old River project must be increased. The reason that 
the money was not included was that at that time the lock site was 
not decided on and cost estimates were not made. This initial work 
on the lock will allow us to close Old River about 2 years earlier than 
we had planned. There is sufficient monetary authorization included 
in the total project to cover this amount. 


ST. FRANCIS BASIN, ARK. AND MO. 


Mr. Cannon. St. Francis Basin, Ark. and Mo., $3,900,000 is asked 
and we will insert pages 56a through 64. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


Sr. Francis Basin, ARK. AND Mo. 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate 
Revised estimate 
Increase in budget estimate 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 











1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
| 
St. Francis Basin and tributaries: Lands and damages... ---.-_- $149, 500 $573, 500 $424, 000 
Relocations: 
Roads: 
Complete 4 county bridges, Madison-Marianna 
NG inne ucacid dedtnddnctlabhsindt acd 416, 000 416, 000 0 
Continue 2 county bridges, Clarks ‘Corner cutoff_._-.- 37, 000 37, 000 0 
Complete U. 8. Highway No. 70 Bridge, Round Pond 
PRS beth di Si nb aces~ -npdidddecidicaases 296, 000 296, 000 0 
Initiate 2 county bridges, Round Pond Int. drainage_- 100, 000 100, 000 0 
Railroads: Complete Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Rail- 
road Co. Bridge alterations, Round Pond._._....___---- 549, 000 549, 000 0 
Channels: 
Continue Clarks Corner cutoff, item No. 1_._.._...--- 222, 000 222, 000 0 
Continue Round Pond Int. drainage, item No. 1....-- 400, 000 400, 000 0 
Madison-Marianna Channel, item No. 8................-- 0 300, 000 300, 000 
be Initiate Grassy Lake Int. drainage, item No. 1.._.---- 0 160, 000 160, 000 
vees: 
Complete Sandy, Ark. R-169 SFR, new levee-__....._---_- $68, 000 $68, 000 0 
St. Francis, Ark. R-228 SFR, new levee.............----- 0 83, 000 $83, 000 
Piggott, Ark. R-224 SFR, new levee____.....-.......-.--- 0 102, 000 102, 000 
Denton, Mo. E-46 EC, levee eee 0 79, 000 79, 000 
Channel, Mo. E-42, EC levee enlarging.........---------- 0 | 58, 000 58, 000 
MU PROUNNNS GIN COSNIO ods 65 ack ccna cp cemndensbdgcsascuccua 90, 000 | 155, 000 65, 000 
Supervision and administration..................-.-...------- 272, 500 | 301, 500 29, 000 
Nh nice 2, 600, 000 3, 900, 000 1, 300, 000 


Revised completion schedule 





| 





1959 budget Revised 
estimate 
Entire project ____ _..---------.--..----| After June 1964 (June 1977). ___-- June 30, 1971. 
Big Slough and Mayo ditch..__.._._..__.-.--.---_-- After June 1964 (June 1966) ____.._- June 30, 1962. 
Little Riv ~ drainaze__ eiwcocecesccccusccccenuta} seer Came 190) Gane 1970)... .-. ..| June 30, 1968. 
Wappapello Reservoir: 
Recreation facilities.................- ; —_¥ Se Nec. tanec tee Tune 30, 1962. 
4 oe wee - ----| Complete ic ns batimalhd ail beedac bans Complete. 
St. Francis River and tributaries: 
NN eS re By | a4 After June 1964 (June 1976)_______- June 30, 1971. 
Pumping plants. Se ee ee After June 1964 (June 1977) _..-.--- Do. 
i | EAS ee Coren © June 30, 1964, 
IR se seat iddiee ad seatbnaddenest ode -ieadaes SUD Se Be oan So oka h sb ths eke June 30, 1970. 
are atiins welg _...---------.-----| After June 1964 (June 1975) __....-- June 30, 1971. 
Ee nr a eee ee eee CN ios hk adhd ..| Complete. 


Location.—The project is located in the St. Francis Basin in southeastern 
Missouri, and northeastern Arkansas, and extends from the hills southwest of 
Cape Girardeau, Mo., near Wappapello, Mo., to the confluence of the St. Francis 
and Mississippi Rivers about 10 miles above Helena, Ark. 

Authorization.—1928, 1936, 1938, 1941, 1944, 1946, and 1950 Flood Control 
Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.46 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost__..------- fae hire an pan dhataeannracton oe 4 | 4, are 
I MIINININUD QU dae 0 ona ons tee cescnt ieee ce ccbeccnsuioesste 975, 000 
I asinine meegiginaplies Sassen enue iki iid Lhe wes 
ee esc cebckdisltpdisnntikendundcdbaenedebbie PE nel. co ccewaded 
Total estimated project cost... ..--- nfs; jhebRpaen Redipterrt. © Farce one: GR TSUEE Erdecaccosesusue's 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957.-_- -- “ 26, 704, 300 
eee ner Gees peer 1906... ...................- 22-22 5005-220---- SEE Eewinksesseeascad 
a nnd ine Cr dubadn stéwinedcckuebneenwion 29, 582, 300 35 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959...................------------ ED Dinckncnsntanwsee 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959-.............--..---------------- <4 | eo 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 13 feet. 
Length: 480.5 miles. 
Pumping plants: 
1 pumping plant and floodgate at Madison, Ark. 
1 pumping plant with floodgate and powerplant near Marianna, Ark. 


Channels: Miles 
Lower Ot: ‘Frenvie Besitii.)) 20081 So Oo Slee ge. 45. 9 
Erte River draineee. eos. 52d 555 oe sees cece 219. 0 
Big Slough and Mayo ditehes.'. =. 22550. 5 eb ee Lt 30. 0 
Tywomes Maver 2s oo FSU. Re Oa oer sea 12.7 
Cres County Ditdh. ... 66 05 So05 65567500 UI 2g SR 11.8 

Lands: 


70,000 acres direct purchase. 

Flowage easements: 10,000 acres. 
Dam and reservoir: 1 dam (Wappapello FC only). 
Other: 1 syphon (marked tree). 


Relocations: 
Seen Wenee Gir PORE. oa. = =o ks See a ch ke, 16 
Coumy and private beidigem. . .. 266 .. 5osnc cece sssdsceeed ee 54 
Railroad eho Festina dash Pi aa als Nac feat acc Tae haa ee eM ace 14 


Percent | Completion schedule 





complete 
Dr Bie GG PONG Dian 5 sinc sein edcsssnsd soe 0 | After June 1964. 
RAED DEPOT QUIN is. Scid sac adecd ch tnesacdadundearcdebialy ttabbkonte 0 Do. 
Wappapello Reservoir: 
I Shs on ik orn cod once hae dotenaeeas icp nausea ean calaistchs 22 | June 30, 1962. 
SN 10. ica di aninaouhigubiooammabusebabatitidakeshwinee 100 
St. Francis River and tributaries: 
TAIN i dinicincinnnnaadhtaianinndepapenunis pemnaaing matztige lire mtetalimieiild 40 | After June 1964. 
RGN II. civ incccnngcncenesetreusnciediectverengaauibandied 0 Do. 
otc ic) a dthdat shakinoend ochuglebacigdausedutaeinsniam clair 41 | After June 30, 1964. 
Dh ed aniindn odckeadhne pudaabatedbdniidebadddamapeeatascuplieses 41 | June 30, 1963. 
TR inncinsbiintbncinine specie ephehbbaminbcateyegntdunmiennds 28 | After June 1964. 
ED POO I cnc dd inp somnepioethebuamplanqegitahineedeainel 100 
FCO FICE iso Sn i cov etden ctu cntvaasecttesncadeensaleiedtinuedohadeed 33 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a single-purpose flood-control project and is a unit in the compre- 
hensive plan for flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries. Protection 
against headwater floods of the St. Francis and Little Rivers will be afforded to 
an area of approximately 927,300 acres of agricultural lands and including num- 
erous small towns, several major railroads, highways, and utilities, located in 
Missouri and Arkansas. The construction of adequate outlets for the many 
drainage improvements undertaken by local interests will provide relief from 
overflow on approximately 196,700 acres in the Little River Basin, 20,000 acres in 
the Elk Chute Basin, and 30,000 acres in the Big Slough area. In addition, relief 
from flooding by backwaters of the Mississippi River will be afforded to approxi- 
mately 600,000 acres in the lower St. Francis Basin below the latitude of St. 
Francis Lake by the construction of the Madison to Marianna cutoff and related 
work including the pumping plant. Flooding has occurred every year with few 
exceptions, and the flood of record occurred in 1937 causing numerous breaks in 
the locally constructed substandard levees with resultant damages of over $2 
million. It is estimated that a recurrence of the 1937 flood, under present condi- 
tions of development in the flood plain, would cause damages of over $4,300,000. 
The average annual flood-control benefits for the project are estimated at 
$9,425,700. Continuing construction of this project is needed to prevent re- 
curring flood losses. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,600,000 will be applied to: 


St. Francis Basin and tributaries 


chides oS wnn ena emanee eee ~ abies leks. ieee, 600 


Relocations: 
Roads: 
Complete 4 county bridges, Madison-Marianna Channel..__._ 416, 000 
Continue 2 county bridges, Clark Corner cutoff___.._.._.__- 37, 000 
Complete U. 8. Highway No. 70 bridge, Round Pond interior 
a ok tain cn ts le mine elt es tk mia 296, 000 
Initiate 2 county bridges, Round Pond interior drainage_- 100, 000 
Railroads: Complete Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific RR. bridge 
Seen Canon PONG)... - on oo ced a a KCL eee 549, 000 
Channels: 
‘Continue Clark Corner cutoff item No. 1_-......--.--.-----.-- 222, 000 
Continue Round Pond interior drainage item No. 1_+..--__---- 400, 000 
Levees: Complete Sandy, Arkansas, R-169 SFR new levee-__.__----- 68, 000 
NII GON he ie awe enna oo due ian nem welds 90, 000 
Sanervieion and administration................--..-.------eu<<-< 272, 500 
RNIN Pe se ia aalen wwe eine ade 2, 600, 000 


Lands and damages: Funds requested for fiscal year 1959 are required to 
continue the purchase of rights-of-way on proposed work. If rights-of-way are 
not made available at least 1 year in advance of construction, funds being re- 
quested for construction cannot be expended. 

Four county bridges (Madison-Marianna): Funds are necessary in fiscal year 
1959 to continue and complete construction which was placed under a continuing 
contract in fiscal year 1957. Funds are necessary to meet a reasonable and 
economical rate of progress commensurate with weather conditions, type of equip- 
ment, and allow the contractor to meet the contract completion date. These 
bridges are being constructed to replace four temporary bridges which were con- 
structed at the time the Madison-Marianna channel was completed at that loca- 
tion. It is necessary that the temporary bridges be replaced at the earliest 
practical date to avoid expensive repairs to substandard bridges, which at this 
season of the year carry excessive and heavy-equipment traffic. 

Two county bridges, Clark Corner: Funds are necessary in fiscal year 1959 to 
continue construction which will be placed under contract in fiscal year 1958. 
Funds are necessary to continue the construction at a reasonable and economical 
rate of progress commensurate with type of equipment, weather, and which will 
allow the contractor to complete the work as provided in contract specifications. 
The Clark Corner cutoff is now under contract with plugs to be left in the channel 
until these bridges are complete. The channel will not fulfill the purpose for which 
it is intended until these bridges are complete. 

United States Highway No. 70 bridge: Funds are necessary in fiseal year 1959 
to complete this relocation item which will be placed under a continuing contract 
in fiscal year 1958 with the Arkansas Highway Department. Funds are neces- 
sary to continue the construction at a reasonable and economical rate of progress 
commensurate with type of equipment, weather, and which will allow the con- 
tractor to complete the work as provided in contract specifications. This bridge 
is across the Round Pond interior drainage channel which will also be placed 
under a continuing contract in fiscal year 1958. This item is required in order 
that the Round Pond channel can be completed without damage and possible 
disruption of traffic. 

Two county bridges, Round Pond: Funds sre necessary in fiscal year 1959 to 
initiate this item which will be placed under a continuing contract in fiscal year 
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1958. Funds are necessary to continue the construction at a reasonable and 
economical rate of progress commensurate with type of equipment, weather, and 
which will allow the contractor to complete the work as provided in contract 
specifications. The construction of the Round Pond interior drainage channel 
will interrupt local traffic when completed, and these two bridges are required to 
prevent this local interruption and resulting damages to the local economy. 

Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway bridge: Funds are necessary in fiscal 
year 1959 to complete construction on this item which will be placed under a 
continuing contract in fiscal year 1958 with the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
Railway Co. Funds are necessary to continue the construction at a reasonable 
and economical rate of progress commensurate with type of equipment, weather, 
and which will allow the contractor to complete the work as provided in contract 
specifications. This bridge is located across the Round Pond interior drainage 
channel and its construction is required to provide sufficient channel width and 
should be completed prior to the completion of the channel. 

Clark Corner item No. 1: Funds are required in fiscal year 1959 to continue 
construction on a continuing contract which was awarded in fiscal year 1957. 
This item is a cutoff in the St. Francis River and is necessary to provide faster 
and freer runoff of flood waters. The construction provided for herein is based 
on an economical schedule of operations commensurate with weather conditions, 
type of equipment, and a schedule that will allow completion within the specified 
contract time. 

Round Pond item No. 1: Funds are required in fiscal year 1959 to continue 
the construction on an economical schedule which will complete this item in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of the contract. This item of work is required to 
provide an interior drainage channel prior to the construction of a levee which 
will interrupt this drainage. Any delay of this item will seriously curtail the 
remaining work on the entire project. 

Sandy, Ark., Levee: Funds are necessary in fiscal year 1959 to complete con- 
struction on this item at an economical rate of progress which will permit the 
contractor to finish within the contract allowable time. This item when com- 
pleted will complete a continuous levee system from above Paragould, Ark., to 
the mouth of Cross Country ditch and provide flood protection to a large agri- 
cultural area in Arkansas, consisting of numerous small towns, highways, and 
railroads. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $975,500 for lands and ease- 
ments prior to the act of 1946. 

Local interests are now required to operate and maintain the project after com- 
pletion (except Wappapello Dam and Reservoir and the pumping plant near 
Marianna, Ark.). The estimated annual cost of maintenance is $379,000. 

In addition to the above, local interests advise that they -have incurred costs 
in excess of $15 million for levees, locks, etc., prior to initiation of construction of 
the authorized Federal improvements. 

Status of local cooperation.—Necessary assurances have been furnished by 24 
levee and drainage districts to operate and maintain the project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$83,800,000 is an increase of $3,300,000 over the latest estimate submitted to 
Congress ($80,500,000). Of this increase, $843,000 is due to the rise in price 
levels, and $155,000 is for additional recreation facilities at Wappapello Reservoir. 
An increase of $2,332,000 is the result of adjustments required to provide adequate 
engineering and design and supervision and administration funds for the project, 
including contributions to the retirement fund. Minor adjustments in other 
features resulted in a net decrease of $30,000. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 









































Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
; Big Slough and Mayo ditch--._..._._.__-- $1, 130, 000 |._-....-- chin anaemia --..| $1, 130, 000 
: Little River Drainage. -..............---- OGe Gee. B.. h te il ne : 6, 450, 000 
Wappapello Reservoir__-.........-.------ (7, 920, 000) | ($7, 764, )) peek biee~is 155, 500 
i Swe epee cepa 
b Recreation facilities_......_..........-- 175, 300 37, 800 j.....-- sWbdb wag shaes 137, 500 
f Engineering and design._._._..-.----- 233, 600 WO Oe Bide ih cis pe cats 7,000 
Supervision and administration - - - _. 443, 700 TE Bienen tase edie ctin dd 11, 000 
\ St. Francis River and Tributaries. -_-__- (68, 300, 000) | (15, 971, 400) | ($3, 418, 500) ($4, 200, 000) | (44, 710, 100) 
; Lands and damages._..-..............| 4,553,300 | 1,461,100 738, 000 521,000 | 1,833, 200 
Relocations.....-...-..--- : ..| 6,030, 800 866, 900 1, 819, 700 1, 701, 100 1, 643, 100 
; RECA cute stkecet eee cool. 9, 934, 000 3, 970, 000 . 700 1, 076, 800 4, 648, 500 
; ORM ss. tific aces hs ‘3% 19, 258, 000 | 7, 607, 600 320, 900 600 | 10, 790, 900 
3 Pumping plants i ei tckin beep rg eee 20, 010,000 |__.......- iB ige abe — See 20, 010, 000 
Engineering and design _--- Sood 3, 775, 300 826, 400 89, 000 90,000 | 2,769, 900 
Supervision and administration - - - - - . 4, 738, 600 1, 239, 400 212, 200 272,500 | 3,014, 500 
Total applied cost (Federal funds only)_..-| 83, 800,000 | 23,735,900 | 3, 418,500 | 4, 200,000 | 52, 445, 600 
Undistributed cost... ..........--- spikeic<slaus dena None dads ted baanabte ada 
Total project cost (Federal funds : 
lee Se 8 aad cath s~ ene sale 23, 735,900 | 3,418,500 | 4,200,000 | 52, 445, 600 
Pending. ediostinents.. sas i aa in None |_.__-_-- 7 Sa hiceinalaita coe 
Total costs (Federal funds only)...........|__.__......| 23,735,900 | 3,418,500 | 4,200,000 | 52, 445, 600 
Undelivered orders... ..............--.----.- > conning 1, 318, 800 783, 100 |—1, 274,000 | —827, 900 
Total obligations....... .........--- weNeooets 25, 054, 700 4,201,600 | 2,926,000 | 51, 617, 700 | 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
' 
IL ina /2 60 oe ibn cnpadinwalicdedcdeecie et a 8 f aeenes, eeinee | 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_.._.|__.......-.- NE lnc: engin Pesala ciwom se eR al | 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_..._|_..........-]....--.....- 1, 646, 600 326, 000 |....---. ; ; 
Total funds available for obligations_.)___.__..___. OA ee BO) 6 OO 1 he: 
EE Se boon cna knd a +ansconanalcgdaionenacuiiad dosti Still 2, 600, 000 | 51, 617, 700 
REELFOOT LAKE, TENN. AND KY. 
i 


Mr. Cannon. Reelfoot Lake, $40,000. 
We will insert pages 65a through 70. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


Ree.troot Lake, TENN. AND Ky. 


(Continuing) 


i cr ince te webct tied is shes Gar bbbbieiaad emis Lda bE Saeed $40, 000 
Revised estimate 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 








. estimate 

i! ame 

5S Initiate Bayou du Chien Channel cleanout-_-___........_._--- $32, 000 $32, 000 0 

i.” ee webby atiageuiagnne 5, 000 .5, 000 0 

Supervision and administration. .....................-..--...- 3, 000 3, 000 0 
ett eo eramieuieinnies Latpininaeeeratiiinaban dk asabneedaienaaee 40, 000 40, 000 0 
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Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 


BY MIs biaino a d5gnee dvd bbe oes oteitenatenis After 1964 (June 30, 1965)__.._____- June 30, 1961. 
Channels suacce c Do. 


Location.—The flood control and major drainage improvements for the Reel- 
foot Lake area in Kentucky and Tennessee are along Bayou du Chien from Hick- 
man, Ky., to Reelfoot Lake, a distance of 16.5 miles and along Running Reelfoot 
Bayou, Tenn., from the spillway at Reelfoot Lake to the Obion River, a distance 
of about 20 miles. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.68 to 1 (July 1, 1957). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of esti- 
mated Federal 














cost 
IEEE TOU iai a nce ncssccedcsuenentctedabinscanaiminedetbiu he SG bn x et clo 
a ees Be ME A Bees 407, 200 |- 
CORREs CRI IUIRNUIG O. ees k s @ Recs Zoek, 
SE dele aba nncckncd tddekdscbnndbuebcboksebeeataeess SE henckdddaniixs 
Thee SOLAN PIIIONE GIB. oi nec oct nc nde encancthidksencepencnees tna =al 1,059, 200 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957___............--- ae oe 331, 500 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 __- maiieonewnere dneneteenainioae ee Se 
SIS Eo nd one tad nddncgecunte<seseukpastekephecdenpid 497, 500 76 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_.-..__._...........----------- 40, 000 82 
B ce to complete after fiscal year 1959. _............-..--_..--...-----.-- 114, 500 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Running Reelfoot Bayou: 20 miles. 
Bayou du Chien: 16.5 miles. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 
Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
RI. til tis. < <agsbandadanneatsbnnnsioneanriadeeemaalel 134 | After 1964. 
EO WIC aaki cncccndh sinh ised ME dccaldtnbitbiles dads hes 34 Do. 





1 12 miles. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will assist in the prevention of flooding of 8,300 acres of land 
along Running Reelfoot Bayou and 10,000 acres in the Bayou du Chien alluvial 
valley, most of which are croplands. The maximum flood of record occurred in 
February 1950 and reached a stage of 285.9 feet, which is approximately 4.5 feet 
above the Reelfoot Lake spillway crest. This flood inundated about 26,400 
acres and caused damages in excess of $500,000. Annual flood-control benefits 
have been computed to be $219,500. Completion of the project at an early 
date is needed to prevent recurring flood damages. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $40,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate Bayou du Chien channel cleanout___._.......--...---------- $32, 000 
Paeineering dad deem. 0065. 0. Us de As i. AA. ae ew 5, 000 
Supervisioniand éamisistration....: ¢- 4...) Ws sasnuegue-accnatuuws dl... 3, 000 
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Bayou du Chien Channel: Cleanout and enlargement of this item is necessary 
at the earliest practicable date in order to provide the necessary drainage of this 
area into Reelfoot Lake which will prevent flooding of croplands during planting 
and growing seasons. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required by local interests for the 
construction of the authorized project is estimated at $407,200, which includes 
$139,800 for lands and $267,400 for alteration of 18 bridges. 

Local interests are required to operate and maintain the project after completion 
at an estimated annual cost of $22,200. 

Status of local cooperation.—Running Reelfoot Bayou: Departments of High- 
ways and Public Works, State of Tennessee, on July 18, 1955; County Court 
of Lake County, Tenn., on July 7, 1955; County Court of Obion County, Tenn., on 
July 4, 1955; County Court of Dyer County, Tenn., on July 11, 1955, adopted 
resolutions assuring the United States that the requirements of local cooperation 
would be complied with. Local interests have acquired all of the rights-of-way for 
all work on Running Reelfoot Bayou and all work is either under contract or 
has been completed. 

Bayou du Chien: Negotiations are underway with local interests to obtain the 
required assurances of local cooperation for this portion of the project which is 
scheduled for initiation in fiscal year 1959. As of June 30, 1957, this district has 
not been able to contact a local sponsoring agent which is willing to assume the 
necessary responsibility, but it is expected that this can be arranged in sufficient 
time to award the contract in February 1959. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$652,000 is a decrease of $96,000 from the latest estimate ($748,000) submitted 
to Congress. This decrease is due to savings on committed work. 






Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


| Totalto | Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature | Project cost} June 30, fiscal year eal year complete 

| estimate | 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

| | year 1959 


(6) 





(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 











Rin eh te Khai annem aeedindencnwe $553, 000 $126, 500 $34, 400 $286, 200 $105, 900 
Engineering and design__._____.__...--- --| 37, 000 21, 300 9, 600 | 6, 000 100 
Supervision and administration - ----._- 62, 000 | 24, 800 14, 300 | 14, 400 8, 500 





| pineal ae 


Total applied cost (Federal funds | | | 
ce caine 652, 000 | 172, 690 58, 300 306, 600 114, 500 








Undistributed cost - - -__- Griataddhe benoit None | 
Total project cost (Federal funds | | 
SE ee bing char mips 172, 600 58, 300 | 306, 600 114, 500 
Pending adjustment.___- amuse None |..--. licen Sy 
Total cost (Federal funds only) -- asap ennai 172, 600 58, 300 306, 600 | 114, 500 
Undravapewereme: &. £255 o-_ s].s None 44,600 | —44, 600 erie 
Total obligations................-...|---..--- 172,600 | 102,900 | 282, 000 114, 500 








METHOD OF FINANCIN¢ 


Appropriations -_--_-------- . onal 2, ¢ 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956__.-_|__--- rol —151, 000 |..-...-..-- 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_....|..-.-...----|--.---.---- 158, 900 








Total funds available for obligation-_| -.-..--..--- 








Appropriations required __- 








iS 


Mr. Cannon. I believe this is the area which sank in 1811 at the 
time of the general earthquake, thereby forming the lake? 

General Carrer. That is right. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the status of local cooperation on this 
project? What is the purpose of this project on Reelfoot Lake? 


























575 


General Carrer. The purpose of the project is to provide drainage 
through this area and prevent flooding in the Bayou du Chien area in 
the north from hillside drainage that comes into that area from the 
east. This project is well along. It is about 85 percent complete. 

Mr. Evins. You state that the status of this project is about 85 
percent complete? 

General Carter. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. It provides drainage so that this alluvial land will not 
be constantly flooded? 

General Carter. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. The last few years we have all seen press reports of 
the eastern bank of the Mississippi, this whole margin of land, covered 
over by great water so that the crops have been completely washed 
away. This is essentially an agricultural drainage project. 

Have you done any work of this kind on the Ohio River? 

General Carter. Not as such. 

Mr. Evins. What about the Forked Deer? 

General Carter. No, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Will not this drainage from Reelfoot Lake into the 
Mississippi contribute toward the alleviating of the floods in that 
whole area? 

General Carrer. It will in the area between Ridgely and up toward 
Hickman. 

Mr. Evins. And up on the northern end, too, in Kentucky? 

General Carter. That is mght. From Hickman, Ky., down 
south. 

Mr. Evins. Would this Running Reelfoot Bayou provide any 
small benefit to the lake? 

General Carter. No, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Strictly a drainage project? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you. 

Mr. Cannon. This is a great resort area, General Carter. Are 
the fish and wildlife resources of the area affected by this improve- 
ment? 

General Carter. Our work in this area is being coordinated with 
the fish and wildlife people, both Federal Government and State. 


LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER, ARK. 


Mr. Cannon. Lower Arkansas River, North Bank, $500,000. 
We will insert pages 71a through 77. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


LowER ARKANSAS RIVER 
(Continuing) 
TRUOI UC ne ae he oe $300, 000 
Peeve eee ee SS eee eres eo ee ere ee 500, 000 
Increase in budget estimate_____________- ; sce a | eiaeliemeies We 


25230—58—pt. 2 








ITE 


nS jae re 


Spanley Oe 


4 
4 
4 
d 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 




















1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

North bank: 

Continue acquisition of lands. $25, 000 $25, 000 0 
Initiate and complete relocation of pow erline, Plum 

Bayou new levee, item A 4, 000 4, 000 0 
Continue construction, Plum Bayou new levee, item A. 117, 700 168, 700 $51, 000 
Initiate Plum Bayou new levee, item B ‘ 103, 400 108, 400 5, 000 
Gravel for levee roads i ‘ 66, 000 66, 000 
Engineering and design 29, 000 35, 000 6, 000 
Supervision and administration, ‘ . , 20, 900 28, 900 8, 000 
Subtotal (north bank) - ---- es Mins oul 300, 000 436, 000 136, 000 
= — —_ — —— 

South bank: 
ee a od wus cece dee 0 50, 000 50, 000 
Engineering and design id ichindeidibaleaaille 0 6, 000 6, 000 
Supervision and SII. 25. nna scasnmiatinbeets 0 8, 000 8, 000 
i I oa hen emieaiuneain eae 0 64, 000 64, 000 
Totals (lower Arkansas River) .............--.....-... 300, 000 | 500, 000 °F 200, 000 





Revised completion schedule 











1959 budget | Revised estimate 

ee eae I ad pee After June 1964 (January 1973)....| January 1972. 
Lands and damages. ..............-.. aibyepan After June 1964 (June 1972)_....._- June 1971. 
Tee Tee ee inkownaibonmrgre Stine a. cibcradinath coeuine site May 1960. 
Channels and canals...............--...-..-.- in Gi contd oth diie id Complete. 
Levees and flood walls_....................-- After June 1964 (January 1973)_....| January 1972. 
Bank stabilization_____- naeasnitacpniineie sea Rs . cb accdndibbshiecadesnate Complete. 

li tne ng nda stim ngebdomnidees After June 1964 (January 1973)_...| January 1972. 
Tee TT TT no ams emdine en After June 1964 (June 1972)_....__. | June 1971, 
noes enedsunesael a ee ee See Complete, 
EC Nn co ciimmadasiinnmen a i Do. 

Levees and flood walls................------- After June 1964 (January 1973) _._. January 1972. 
Bets ccansotedacsscnscecadoeupeennn itn ie Reicha nnnag bhp paves Do. 


Location.—The lower Arkansas River project consists of flood-protection works 
along the north and south banks of the Arkansas River below Pine Bluff, Ark. 
The north bank levee will extend from the vicinity of Tucker, Ark., down Plum 
Bayou to its confluence with the Arkansas River, thence down the north bank 
of the Arkansas River to opposite Gillett, Ark., and thence to high ground in the 
vicinity of Gillett, Ark. The south bank levee is located along the south bank of 
the Arkansas River, extending from high ground at Pine Bluff, Ark., to the junc- 
tion with the west bank Mississippi levee system about 12 miles above Arkansas 
City, Ark. 

Authorization —Flood Control Acts of May 15, 1928, June 22, 1936, August 
18, 1941, and July 24, 1946. 

Bene fit- -cost ratio.—North bank, 5.4 to 1; south bank, 6.5 to 1.! 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


a 


ob nicanenedaandanschonsrobsneateennancnne ~aeen 
INN, ¢ Sab coc ceescsdbhobscascnbessswicaadatidesses 
Neen Te nanos cedpamiuandeusteudsusaumeninnsentebes 
BIN co nc bh cikwccccaseccchoncccccccccuctnkdsnescbbbcobenesssonsce 
Total estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 ------ i-th kemoaaenren deen ees 
Appropriations for fiscal year NN io aes phic we oan Gmaiee ar 
ND OO GUNUR cs ine act cock ane ncericwcecsectensewsctonsnacsens 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959......................- daecaeiile 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. ...........-.-.---.-.-.----.-.-.-- 











1 Composite for main stem. 
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Physical data 











North bank South bank 
Levees: 
IIS 85 cence icinns dipkeyamaimaiewetsbtn malin 13.5 feet..........- 22.9 feet. 
RI ink Sinn 05 te eel dk Gi clenhsaterniete inieededentieaairenataemniaiaiaaae 61.5 miles. __.....-| 85.5 miles. 
POROCIND CRUG 5 noose ncn ccclcdiccuncenccscenisdssbeta a tha biadanned 7. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 
Percent Completion 
| complete | schedule 
North bank: 
Lands and damages. ---- i testes ihacoaceinell aie it 48 | After June 1964, 
I hits denn pin cdeetnet osdsntin sh lesuswideeewutaanewae iets 46 | May 1960. 
CN IR a 655 kids Co eh sn <a dchb dan ddebthen sheen bak 100 | Complete, 
Levees and flood walls..._- santos ila le 44 | After June 1944. 
Bank stabilization. : ; 100 | Complete. 
South bank: | 
Lands and damages. - ---_-- ; ‘ ‘ 91 | After June 1964. 


Relocations ‘ . “ iGeoinae 100 | Complete. 
Channels and canals 


equiteuntth icant Shetnnnyenesensulitdeabtipes | 100 Do. 
RA CNEL TINIE ID a conincinsensRnainssthlischinnd nc tiichiaktdabainitbie cus aceon 88 | After June 1964. 
CES Ge atkins cencqeagithiesnosccenkgeia ectnuscldeednceecuewscs 71 Do. 











JUSTIFICATION 


The lower Arkansas River project is comprised of two separable units, namely 
the north bank and south bank. 

The north bank levee, when completed, will benefit 342,000 acres of the total 
of 568,000 acres that are subject to flooding. The enlargment of the existing 
levee is essentially complete. The remaining work consists of extending the 
upper and lower ends of the existing levee to high ground. 

The south bank levee is an integral part of the main line Mississippi River levee 
system and will afford protection to approximately 3,770,000 acres of highly 
productive farmlands, numerous cities and towns, highways, railroads, oil and 
gas fields, and other developments in Arkansas and Loui-iina. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $300,000 will be applied to: 


Contines: AoGuisition of lapis 4... dnc weuscolweicesicaceusac ... $25, 000 


Initiate and complete: Relocation of powerline, Plum Bayou new levee, 
item A 


ihn thn on «th clattinSas dk Aijln 2S his <i ol Alin SE eee enim eaten eae 4, 000 
Continue: Construction of Plum Bayou new levee, item A____________ 117, 700 
Initiate: Plum Bayou new levee, item B____-...--_.....----.--..-_- 103, 400 
PRU TIES CBI gn 6. tS 5 end cri bene taba och kis Ra 29, 000 
Supervision and administration ___-- —_- jain ion Metal ipeeeiaiaee hie 20, 900 

(: | i ee hee Se 300, 000 


ae damages: Rights-of-way are required for work proposed for fiscal 
year 1960. 

Relocation of powerline: Funds are required to relocate this powerline in connec- 
tion with the construction of the Plum Bayou new levee, item A. 

Below Big Bayou Meto enlargement: Funds will complete a continuing con- 
tract for this item. 

Plum Bayou new levee, item A: Funds will allow construction to continue on 
this item and will bring this item to approximately 70 percent of completion. 

Plum Bayou new levee, item B: Funds are to initiate a continuing contract late 
in fiscal year 1959 in order that the work can be completed in the working season 
of fiscal year 1960. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in construc- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated as follows: South bank, $104,000, and 
north bank, zero. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project after comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $40,000 for 
the north bank and $50,000 for the south bank. 





| 
i) 
‘ 
i 
| 
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In addition, local interests estimate that $1,700,000 has been expended on north 
bank levee and drainage improvements prior to inclusion of this unit under the 
overall flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries project, and that additional 
$1,048,000 will be expended on connecting ditches, main laterals, and on-farm 
drainage improvements. The annual cost of maintenance of the associated local 
drainage improvements is estimated to be $21,000. Similar data for the south 
bank are not available as this unit is an integral part of the main line Mississippi 
River west bank levee and local interests expenditures applicable to each part 
cannot be separated. 

Status of local cooperation.— Assurances have been furnished by eight levee dis- 
tricts to operate and maintain the project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$25,800,000 is an increase of $40,000 over the latest estimate submitted to Con- 
gress. The increase is on the north bank. Relocations have been increased 
$13,000 based on more detailed investigations and design. Engineering and 
design and supervision and administration have been increased a total of $146,000 
based on reanalysis of requirements and to provide for contributions to the 
retirement fund. This increase has been partially offset by a reduction of 
$119,000 in levees and flood walls due to favorable bids and more detailed design. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


| 
| 


| Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 





Feature |Project cost! June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate | 1957 1958 1959 —‘| after fiscal 
| year 1959 
(1 | (2) (3) (4) (5) } (6) 
ce th allantois ‘ = | oe i 
South benk=................. bodbdiha dibs '$15, 800, 000 ) |$13, 447, 400 | 0 0 | $2,352, 600 
North bank: Siete inal fold ae aS 
Lands and damages - See 550, 000 | 204, 800 $209, 600 $25, 000 110, 600 
Relocations___..------ Dtisichustinabal 75, 700 | 34, 600 1, 100 | 4,000 | 36, 000 
Channels and canals_....--..-.------- | 141, 600 | ORE, O00 firs esian| ias snp hctes se Sere 
Levees. ...--- TERA We SN 101, 700 201,100 | 3,763,000 
Bank stabilization...........----...._- | 342, 400 | Sy TE hs acecmen <asinisn sae imetetaeh 8 pineal imp au e 
Engineering and design............... 707, 700 447, 400 | 66, 500 29, 000 164, 800 
Supervision and administration _._. ---| 810, 000 362, 200 26, 600 | 20, 900 a 400, 300 
Total, north bank.__.___- | 10, 000, 000 | 4,839, 800 | 405, 500 | "280, 000 | _ 4, 474, 700 


Total applied cost (Federal funds | 5 
NE ie ndnaipp dion ctictbinntn ah nidbe | 25, 800,000 | 18, 287, 200 405, 500 








280,000 | 6,827,300 

as FE cine eel Name fusebo sth rs Fo iio ste 
Total project cost (Federal funds | | Eyhilg 
ect ccwweden ten euin Sinwmded | 25, 800,000 | 18, 287, 200 | 405, 500 280,000 | 6,827, 300 
Pending adjustments___......------ iain fsmnendeemeed None |. ..--s----<.|-.-~2.-s200-|-2--- 222-20. 
Total cost (Federal funds only) _._- | 25, 800, 000 | 18, 287, 200 405,500; 280,000 6,827, 300 
Undelivered orders. ---.--------- pe wwut el sum anemia 51, 100 | 46, 300 | 74, 000 —171, 400 





| * . | 
Total obligations-_-_.......-- |_ 18, 338, 300 | 451, 800 | ES 000 & 655, 900 


METHOD OF FINANCING | Ve 








pe a ee ee pal be Ss ore, 18, 474, 100 

Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_- _-- Icon cape telecine 5) MNO Lninnantmana ben tieeduneackitenuc ieee 

Unobligated carryover from prior year----- [a-neenasennn |------------ 105, 800 54, 000 Bates ek 
Total funds available for obligation..)._______._. | 18,444,100 | 505,800 |............|..-.-..---- 
Appropriations required...........-..|--..-.------|-- di casacnn|cawekesions ve}, hana " 6, 655, 900 





Mr. Cannon. There are no questions on that. 


TENSAS BASIN, ARK. AND LA. 


Mr. Cannon. Tensas Basin, $1,125,000. 
We will insert pages 79a through 87. 





079 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


Tensas BasIN 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate_- Se $800, 000 
Revised estimate. _________- F ‘ ric: Phi ie _ 1, 125, 000 
Increase in budget estimate___ eas aia wot 325, 000 


The inerease will be applied as follows: 











1 
| 1959 budget | | Revised | Inerease 
estimate | 
‘atueeipataal Seen ssondealschessehaubdulpsd dataa dante ta —-——__———_|-—_—— ie diteaiaiittanditialitn 
Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, ete.: | | 
Continue lands and damages__......._..____-._- | $24, 000 $24, 000 0 
Complete construction M. P. RR. bridge, canal 19, re: ach 2_| 68, 900 | 68, 900 0 
Continue relocati n powerline, canal 19, reach 3__- 4, 000 | 4, 000 0 
Complete relocation telephone lines, canal 19, reach 3. _- 1, 000 1, 000 0 
Continue real estate work in connection with relocation of 
utilities__ “ Saweadiess 1, 000 1, 000 | 0 
Complete channel improv ‘ement, canal 19, reaches 1 and 2. 12, 000 12, 000 0 
Complete channel improvement, canal 81, reach 1 < 189, 100 189, 100 0 
Continue channel improvement, canal 19, reach 3. 110, 000 | 110, 000 0 
Initiate channel improvement, canal 43, reach 2 170, 000 | 170, 000 | 0 
Initiate channel improvement, canal 81, reach 2 0 174, 000 $174, 000 
Initiate bridge alteration, canal 81, reach 2_- . 0 74, 000 74, 000 
Initiate relocation access roads, canal 81, reach 2 5 0 4, 000 | 4, 000 
Initiate alteration powerline, canal 81, reach 2 0 | 10, 000 10, 000 
Initiate alteration telephone line, canal 81, reach 2 0 1, 000 1, 000 
Continue engineering and design.____.....___- 75, 000 | 80, 000 | 5, 000 
Continue supervision and administration - : 45, 000 67,000 | 22, 000 
Subtotal, Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc. 700, 000 | 990, 000 290, 000 
Red River backwater area: 
% ontinue lands and damages....._.. : 1, 000 | 1, 000 0 
Complete raising Fuse Plug levee. | 37, 800 | 37, 800 0 
Initiate gravel roads on levees, item 2.___. _. anil 47, 500 79, 500 | 32, 000 
Continue engineering and design __- ex i 7, 100 8, 100 1, 000 
Continue supervision and administration - } 6, 600 8, 600 2, 000 
| lebilidensagmactin dat Riapenin sciatica 
Subtotal, Red River backwater area_ } 100, 000 186, 000 35, 000 
Total, Tensas Basin_......-- oe 800, 000 1, 12 25, 000 325, 000 








Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget | Revised estimate 
Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, ete. _...--- .....| After fiscal year 1964 b Gangs 1966)__| January 1965. 
Lands and damages- - - -. me ° June 1962.......--- | June 1962. 
Relocations | ecu eidetec= sig whaeed ‘ June 1960. 


Channels and canals: 


| 
Big and Colewa Creeks, La___- | Completed_.-__-- ...-----.-| Completed. 
Bayou LaFourche, La-___--- ‘ a Sai aa cdi saasieiatiind encivasel Do. 
Big Bayou, Ark-_.--- ‘ wh ges ee igeatee A Mee i ie Do. 
Boeuf River, Ark. and La. ; |. Ol ontiiiedess . handel Do. 
og a ee en eee FOO TOM tds ce ee doeimend hess | August 1959. 
Canal 81, Arkansas... - cies MONEE gat coe, Sa oe January 1960. 
Canal 43, Arkansas..............-.. ) CRE BIOs ons nne <acindces erase | June 1959. 
Tensas River, La.......- After fiscal year 1964 (June 1966)_.| January 1965. 
Bayou Macon, Ark. and La. After fiscal year 1964 (June 1965)_.; June 1963. 
Lower Boeuf River, La_....-. nonne-as} After fiscal year 1964 (July 1964)...| June 1962. 
Red River backwater area_- ah EE Bi ibvdaticresncibinm acinar August 1961. 
Lands and damages. -. _-- cane Hielhdead hedhedande | dk | December 1959. 
Relocations___.--- fc deck ebeetado vee | RAED idun de unrecuatenanaes .| Completed. 
Channels and canals....._........-----------|----- his ot lead ania nkt Olas Do. 
Levees and floodwalls_-..-........-. anol: MI i isecintire sncccsitaibebaedia August 1961. 


Entire Tensas Basin project. ___- ...--..-| After fiscal year 1964 (June 1966). .| January 1965. 














St LP ANTES He a Hd ake 
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Location.—The Tensas Basin is located in Arkansas and Louisiana between the 
Mississippi and Ouachita Rivers and extends southward from the Arkansas River 
to the vicinity of Old River, La. 

Authorization —1941 and 1944 Flood Control Acts, as amended. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.44 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
| Amount percent of 
| estimated 
} Federal cost 
} 
Est'mated Federal cost____..__.._-- odes aaaamaeenpeta banpenatdaanre $29, 000, 000 |......-..----- 
Estimated non-Federal cost_ -__- = a pT it ae Ree --| oh SG 
Cash contributions_.__..._....-.- : 5 Sa Seeks aati: sation cake OF Vecciab ished 6a ke 
ea iiianee ened acne Vinca -| 100, 000 |...-..-- 
Total est’ mated project cost.......______. pestis cn soinesidiniaiitetlias thats iagtiieateatuadil 29, 100, 000 ‘ 
Appropriat ons to June 30, 1957._..........-.__-. ilk bantit onde Riedioatie: amialicoheedl 21, 089, 300 |. Kos 
SE MRE MINOR) SORE BUUES ocd nos wc cnnscncdatsasinsacsivcnequsp aban 970, 000 |......- fans 
Appropr'‘at‘ons to date__....._...___---- see nnndteaep ES ec ccaeghokeepel + Sa ene 76 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__-_-_- nin ducetiionta inkl depeetete lanai 800, 000 79 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. ._.........-.------....--.--.---.-- | 6, 140, 700 |.. ‘ ‘? 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc.: 
Channels: 

Improvement 84.6 miles on Boeuf River, Ark. and La. (includes 5.6 
miles of no-work reaches). 

Improvement 170.3 miles on Bayou Macon, Ark. and La. 

Improvement 160.0 miles on Tensas River, La. (includes 2.5 miles of 
no-work reaches). 

Improvement 89.0 miles on Big and Colewa Creeks, La. 

Improvement 75.8 miles on Bayou LaFourche, La. (includes 11.7 miles 
of no-work reaches). 

Improvement 33.3 miles on Big Bayou, Ark. 

Improvement 78.9 miles on canal 19, Arkansas. 

Improvement 34.5 miles on canal 43, Arkansas, 

Improvement 34.6 miles on canal 81, Arkansas. 


Improvement 32.6 miles on lower Boeuf River, La. 
Red River backwater area: 


Levees: 
Average height: 10.2 feet. 
Length: 93 miles. 
Floodgates: 
Cocodrie Bayou: 5 10- by 15-foot concrete box culverts. 
Other: 8 24-inch, 1 42-inch, 3 36-inch and 2 60-inch pipe culverts. 
Drainage: 
Buckner Bayou diversion: Length, 13 miles. 
Miscellaneous ditches: 2.4 miles. 
Brushy Bayou diversion: 1.6 miles. 
Smithland Landing Cutoff: 1.5 miles. 
Relocations: 6.3 miles roads, 1 bridge. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 





Pereent | Completion sched- 
ule 











complete 
Deent aoe Tees Mrverw, 600.5 ei oo sen os a. 2 63 
Lands and damages. .-............--...---- jodie eck oa I 56 | June 1962. 
aS, tatts bina} capighei sind oo ~ bau kbinesethaecapeihn aa 68 Do. 
Channels and canals: 
Big and Colewa Creeks, La. - -- me Bhs rae Bee 100 
"ES RS Peet ee ce eee ee 100 
Se NS SUM s Sante d sn edbwd wag HSaan céntwncdeundkeceuedened 100 
Doewt River, Ark. and L4................-...-.. 100 
I i a lilies twee eet ees 53 | June 1960. 
Canal 81, Arkansas____- 8 | June 1962. 
Canal 43, Arkansas_. 35 | June 1960. 
Tensas River, La-. } 70 | After fiscal year 
1964. 
Bayou Macon, Ark. and La- 0 Do. 
Lower Boeuf River, La__.- 0 Do. 
Red River backwater area_.--_----- 96 
IE AOE HIND. ons. cbs won cgpings dmg manish Bic lambada oii 99 | December 1959. 
Relocations Sta tale 100 
Channels and canals_.- adetenedvndeeces ee ehbes 100 
Levees and flood walis » Liedtke dn edie eeeeas 95 | August 1961. 
Entire Tensas Basin project aes aa qs 72 | After fiseal year 
1964. 


| 964 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Tensas Basin project is comprised of two separable units, namely, Boeuf 
and Tensas Rivers, etc., and the Red River backwater area. 

The Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc., is an important unit in the overall plan for 
flood control in the Tensas Basin. This unit, when completed, will benefit about 
733,000 acres of which 540,600 acres lie in the flood plain and 194,400 acres adja- 
cent thereto. Based upon a recurrence of floods of record, the annual damages 
prevented are estimated to be about $626,000. The estimated value of lands and 
improvements within the flood plain is $23,790,000. The reduction in flood 
frequency will permit more intensive farming on 220,000 acres of cleared lands 
with an estimated increase in average annual net return of $2,289,000. Work 
for the budget year lies principally in an area in which local interests constructed a 
drainage system in the early 1920’s to provide for diversion of drainage that form- 
erly entered the Mississippi River through the then existent Cypress Creek Gap 
in the west bank Mississippi River levee. This drainage system built in Arkansas 
by 16 drainage districts at a cost of approximately $5,500,000 was never fully 
effective primarily because of the lack of an adequate outlet through Louisiana. 
However, ample outlets will be provided under the Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc., 
unit. The State of Louisiana is cooperating with the Federal Government 
by providing adequate drainage in the alluvial valley portion of Louisiana which 
will reactivate much of the early drainage works constructed by local interests. 
The State legislature appropriated $5 million to the Department of Public Works 
in 1945 to provide financial aid to the parishes. In addition, the parishes are 
required to bear a portion of the overall cost. 

‘he Red River backwater area is also an important unit of the Tensas Basin 
project. It will protect that portion of the alluvial valley known as the Tensas 
Cocodrie area, which is normally subject to overflow from the Mississippi, Red 
and Ouachita Rivers. This unit will provide protection to approximately 229,000 
acres. In order that the backwater area will remain available for storage during 
major floods, a section of the levee between Shaw and Monterey, La., has been 
constructed as a fuse plug with the exception of a high section extending from 
the Mississippi River levee at Shaw to the vicinity of the Bayou Cocodrie flood- 
gate. From the vicinity of the Bayou Cocodrie floodgate to the vicinity of Acme 
the fuse plug levee has been constructed to a flat grade corresponding to a stage of 
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4 feet below the Mississippi River levee grade at Red River Landing. The grade 
in this section also corresponds to the computed flowline of the 1927 flood confined 
with Morganza and Bonnet Carre floodways in operation. Floods of the mag- 
nitude of the 1927 flood will overtop the fuse-plug section. From the vicinity of 
Acme to the vicinity of Monterey the levee grade starts at the elevation of the 
flat grade near Acme and parallels a flowline starting at 60.2 feet mean sea level 
for the maximum flows of record increased by 20 percent. This unit is nearing 
completion. Essential work remaining consists of roads on levees to afford access 
to those portions of the levee not otherwise accessible. 


Fiscal year 1959.—Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc.: The requested amount of 
$700,000 will be applied to: 


Leen eee eee Gemmawes: _. cc ecectesacss ence cpt eh Se $24, 000 
Complete: Construction Missouri Pacific RR. bridge, canal 19, reach 2_ 68, 900 
Continue: Relocation of power line, canal 19, reach 3__._...._.___---- 4, 000 
Complete: Relocation of telephone lines, canal 19, reach 3________-__-~- 1, 000 
Continue: Real-estate work in connection with relocation of utilities_- 1, 000 
Complete: 
Channel improvement, canal 19, reaches 1 and 2_____.--_.__-_-. 12,000 
Channel improvement, canal 81, reach 1________....-------_---- 189, 100 
Continue: Channel improvement, canal 19, reach 3___-_---- Sesicet ee 110, 000 
Initiate: Channel improvement, canal 43, reach 2_____......_-__----- 170, 000 
Continue: 
Engineering and design EELS Sap cn ms aiecerainga Sen core. ee 
Supervision and administration__.____...._..--------- ate . 45,000 
RIN. 2 2h eee tt 3s ee ek Paes oenikanwawee 700, 000 


The Boeuf River-Bayou LaFourche-canals 19 and 43, comprise the main 
drainage artery of the basin and benefits accrue as the work progresses upstream. 
Landowners in the State of Arkansas, with the aid of other Federal agencies, have 
made extensive progress in providing drainage for their farms. These improve- 
ments will be of little value until the improved drainage arteries are extended 
upstream. 


Red River Backwater Area: The requested amount of $100,000 will be applied 


to: 
Continue: Lands and damages Bee pce oas « . $1, 000 
Complete: Raising fuse plug levee______..-..---.---------. ‘ ; 37, 800 
Initiate: Gravel roads on levees, item 2_______.__--.------- ; 47, 500 
Continue: 
Engineering and design aeKeee Oi w.te ihe Sal 7, 100 
Supervision and administration a = lini tein” i Sag 
Petal <2. dite. sedis wade debe pete > he pada ened. 100, 000 


Necessary to complete the raising of the fuse plug levee initiated in fiscal year 
1958 in order that the protected area may have the maximum protection allowable 
under the law. The remainder of the levee work is complete. The pronvosed 
funds for gravel roads on levees are for additional roads to inaccessible areas for 
highwater fights and levee maintenance and operation of the project. 

Non-Federal cost.—The estimated first costs to local interests required by the 
project document are: Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc., $100,000 (includes $51,000 
incurred for lands and damages prior to passage of the 1950 Flood Control Act). 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project after comnule- 
tion. The annual cost of maintenance and operation is estimated at $227,000, 
plus $131,000 for maintenance of associated local drainage improvements, for 
Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc., and $57,000 for Red River backwater area plus 
$51,000 for maintenance of associated local drainage imvrovements. 

In addition, local interests estimate that some $5,900,000 has been expended 
in the area of the Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc., unit on drainage improvements 
prior to initiation of construction of the authorized Federal improvements. 
Similar data on the Red River backwater area unit are not available, but it is 
believed that expenditures per acre in this area were comparable ‘to those in the 
Louisiana portion of the Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc., unit. 

Also, in addition, it is estimated that local interests will expend $6,530,000 on 
Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc., and $2,654,000 on the Red River backwater area 
in constructing connecting ditches, main laterals and on-farm drainage improve- 
ments, and that the annual cost of maintenance of these improvements will be 
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$131,000 for the Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, ete., and $51,000 for the Red River 


backwater area. 


Status of local cooperation.— Assurances have been furnished by seven levee 


drainage districts to operate and maintain the project. 
Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$29 million is an increase of $400,000 over the latest estimate ($28,600,000) sub- 


mitted to C ongress, 
estimates 


$278,000 of this increase is due to higher price le vel. 
for engineering and design and supervision and administration have 


and 


The 


been increased $265,000 due to reanalysis of requirements and to provide for 


contribution to the retirement funds. 


Adjustment in other features, based on 


more detailed investigations and design resulted in a net decrease of $143,000. 


Summary construction program (PB-1) 


Feature 


Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, et« 
Lands and damage 
Relocations 
Channels and canals 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 
and Tensas Rivers, 


Total (Boeuf 


ete 


Red River backwater area 
Lands and damages 
Relocations 
Channels 
Levees and flood walls 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


Total (Red River backwater area) 
Total applied cost, 


(Federal funds only) 
Undistributed costs 


Total project cost, Tensas Basin 
(Federal funds only) 
Pending adjustments 
Total cost, Tensas Basin (Federal 


funds enly) 
Undelivered orders __-- 


Total obligations, Tensas Basin 
METHOD OF FINANCING 


Appropriations 
Unobligated carryover from prior year- 


Tensas Basin | 


Budget fis- | 








, fiscal years 1958 and 1959 








eolee 


Total funds available for obligation..|.. 


Appropriations required ._-......- 


° St Th 3 a 3 





; | Totalto | Current Balance to 
| Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year eal year complete 
} estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
| (2) | (3) (4) (5) (6) 
| 
— aon cb icld 
| $1,230,000 | $831,900 | $141,600! $24, 000 $432, 500 
| 2,036, 200 1, 253, 200 517, 000 74, 900 191, 100 
| 14, 964, 000 | 9, 109, 200 539, 200 431,100 | 4,884, 500 
| 1,260,000 | 715, 100 | 92, 000 75, 000 | 377, 900 
| 1,409, 800 | 849, 800 | 103, 800 45, 000 411, 200 
| 
900, 000 | 12, 559,200 | = 1, 393, 600 650, 000 6, 297, 200 
: Singatiiedsebtblienemnens ene = 
| 539,300 | 838, 500 | 1,300 1, 000 | 500 
i 100, 800 | 100, 800 | 
| + 700 | 860, 700 | | 
| 5 , 391, 800 5, 096, 000 | 8, 200 75, 300 | 212, 300 
| * 710, 000 | 690, 000 | 5, 000 | 7, 100 7, 900 
ee 466, 800 | 1, 000 6, 600 x 000 
8, 100, 00 | | 7,750, 800 | 15, 500 90, 000 243, 700 
to = — =| — | = = a | —_———_—F>="=|60—8OEa=a{{{an2w"=%&===_="=S= 
| 
29, 000, 000 | 20,310,000 | 1, 409, 100 740, 000 6, 540, 900 
| | : | None | eatin 
f i a 
| 29, 000, 000 | 20, 310, 000 1, 409, 100 740, 000 6, 540, 900 
|. ORM aso cascad siedeitananes ee 
| ee F . ee oe a 
i | j 
| 29,000,000 | 20,310,000 | 1, 409, 100 | 740, 000 6, 540, 900 
} --| 38, 800 | —3a4, 600 | | 326, 000 —m, 200 
20, 708, 800 | 1, 084, 500 | 1, 066, 000 6, 140, 700 
- 5 a es _— i 
| | | | 
| 21, 089, 300 | 970,000 |...._... aisaiedie~ 
| | sal 380, 500 | 266, 000 |... 
| 2,088,300 | 1, 350,50 | ischainee eee, 
--=--| 800, 000 6, 140, 700 


Mr. Krrwan. Let me ask a question there. 


This is off the record. 


(Discussion off the record.) 


Mr. TaBeEr. 
Mr. Cannon. Mr. Taber 


LOWER 


ENGIN 


I would like to ask a question. 


ARKANSAS RIVER, ARK. 


EERING AND SUPERVISION COSTS 





Mr. Taser. On the Lower Arkansas Project, if you turn to page 
7la, you find that there we have engineering and supervision for 
$63,000 as against a total set-up for that North Bank of $436,000. 
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Then down below we have $14,000 as against a set-up of gravel for 
levee roads, $50,000. 

I do not understand how gettin 
require $14,000 of engineering an 
ministration. 

That looks like an exaggerated proposition. 

General Carter. That is required, Mr. Taber, because aveling 
of levee roads means that we have to make a survey along the levees 
to balance out the grades before we can put on the gravel. It is not 
just spreading of gravel on the levee as itis. That is the reason that 
that is quite high. 

Mr. Taser. That is almost better than 25 percent there and on the 
one up above, it is better than 15 percent. That sounds ridiculous. 

General Carter. That is our experienced figures. 

Mr. Taser. Then you ought to have some new kind of experience. 
The only way that we could correct that is a little bit more intelligence 
and using a red pencil. 

Mr. Cannon. The committee stands adjourned until two o’clock 
this afternoon. 


of gravel for levee roads could 
design and supervision and ad- 


YAZOO BASIN, MISS. 


Mr. Cannon. 


For the Yazoo Basin, the amount involved is 
$3,950,000. 


Insert pages 91a through 111. 


Yazoo Basin 






(Continuing) 
I i DAI ec sa schlieren ls dh ire eh Un bs Ni $3, 250, 000 
ee ree SL daa See eh abhwbnbacaasees 3, 950, 000 
nO. | tne emrgnaaawhaaad tw aie aa 700, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
Spee MI ene eppeiassetets — 
1959 budget Revised | Increase 


estimate 








Sardis Reservoir: 
Recreation facilities: 
Resurface roads vicinity of dam_- 
Pave launching ramps...-_.-- 
Directional signs_------ 
Permanent type picnic units__ : 
1 permanent type comfort station. 
Engineering and | heel iam 
Supervision and administration_.- 


Subtotal (Sardis Reservoir) - 


g 


8 | 8888858 





xB 


8] pepeSeokt 
$| 8888338 


8 | eeRS5e8 


— 
— 


Arkabutla Reservoir: 
Recreation facilities: 








Pave launching ramps-. 
Directional signs_- 
Permanent type picnic units. 


1 permanent type comfort station. 


1 water well and shelter 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration_. 


Subtotal (Arkabutla Reservoir) . 
Enid Reservoir: 


Recreation facilities: 
Pave launching ramps_-- 


Surface roads along banks of outlet channel__.______-- 


Directional signs_- 
Permanent picnic units 


Engineering and design. ___- 
Supervision and administrat ion 


Subtotal (Enid Reservoir) ..........- 


1 permanent-type comfort station... 






o};jcooocceo 


o;jcoocoocoo 


s oom tom S 
8| 8888885 


Ss 


-~ 
AP, 


8| 882558 


g 


= 





3| 8888838 


3 


8| 8885385 


1959 budget Revised Increase 


estimate 
Grenada Reservoir: 
Recreation facilities: 
Pave launching ramps-- Bede =. 0 $20, 000 $20, 000 
Directional signs -- 32 ial 0 2, 000 2, 000 
Drinking fountains and shelters.__.......--.-_--_- 0 4, 000 4, 000 
CINE cc ne cathe Gcssdiogitn ibhesaadiinse 0 6, 000 6, 000 
— road to serve Coffeyville and Water Valley | 
Diath toe ine mend hated ie ane bins detent ue thee 0 20, 000 20, 000 
Balers boat basins __ 0 12, 000 12, 000 
1 permanent-type comfort station_- z 0 18, 000 18, 000 
Peepers Ol 8 os ee sad pe ct cae 0 2, 000 2, 000 
Supervision and administration-_____-_- 0 6, 000 | 6, 000 
Subtotal (Grenada Reservoir) -.-_- 0 90, 000 90, 000 
Lower auxiliary channel: 
Continue: Lands and damages. .-...-.......- BAe ceed $150, 000 150, 000 0 
Relocations: 
Continue: United States Highway 49-W bridge-_-_..- sia 530, 000 530, 000 0 
Initiate: Humphreys County, 2 bridges.............-- 335, 000 335, 000 0 
Complete: Real-estate work in connection with relo- 
CIEE. crahissiecetesscevnnsagtentertuieeniabke 11, 100 11, 100 0 
[een Continue: Excavation, item LAC-19_.....___- 443, 000 443, 000 0 
vees: 
Complete: Embankment, item LAC-12..._......-.-- 130, 000 130, 000 0 
Continue: Embankment, item LAC-~-19__.._.....----- 236, 300 , 300 0 
Engineering and design._.............-............--- Leven 104, 600 104, 600 0 
Supervision and administration... .............._.-.- . 135, 000 135, 000 9 
Subtotal (ower auxiliary channel) -........____..-.--.--- 2, 075, 000 2, 075, 000 0 
eS ELE 
Main stem: 
Continue: Lands and damages... -.-- 0 
Relocations: 
Yazoo River: 
Continue: Greenwood Cutoff bridge... .________- 


Initiate and complete: 
YVEPA powerlines 
Telephone line: Southern Bell Tes & 

Telegraph Co 
Telegraph line. 


Levees: 
Yazoo River: Continue: Piney Creek to Techeva 
Creek levee (Eden area)............- 
Engineering and design.._....._....______- 
Supervision and administration __ 





Subtotal (main stem) _- 


Tributaries: 


Channels and canals: Complete: David-Burrell Bayous 
channel improvement 





i 
ae 
re 









cee ut ee Cte dale Male ee 8, 300 8, 300 0 
Pumping plant: Initiate: McKinney Bayou pumping 
ND SG 2S thn eR a eek TR erie 90, 000 90, 000 | 0 
Engineering and design._____- pet soo. os SP eee ee 64, 700 64, 700 0 
Supervision and administration ___- e Se PAS 12, 000 12, 000 0 
Subtotal (tributaries)___..___- 175, 000 175, 000 0 
Big Sunflower River, etc.: 
Continue: Lands and damages 105, 500 235, 500 130, 000 
Relocations: 
Continue: 
1 Washington County bridge, Bogue Phalia_____- 38, 000 38, 000 0 
é 1 Giate highway bridge, No. 438, Bogue Phalia___- 34, 000 34, 000 0 
omplet | 
Telephone lines: Bogue Phalia_._.............---- 1, 400 1, 400 0 
Powerlines: Bogue Phalia__..._...........--.__-- 23, 000 23, 000 0 
Channels and canals: 
Initiate and complete: Low-water weir, Big Sun- 0 
BW BRIO SO BEM ecentdidincinnccisinhsbenaedl 10, 000 10, 000 
Initiate: 
Bogue Phalia, item 15 (mile 0.0-23.1)__......_-- ; 303, 100 303, 100 0 
ee ae aaa 100, 000 100, 000 
rely Mes, MU ME... 5 nenccenudedacd 0 30, 000 30, 000 
SU I OI a ns cians awake 0 30, 000 30, 000 
Engineering and design_________ =H 50, 000 60, 000 10, 000 
Supervision and administration._...._.__......_-..___-_-- 35, 000 60, 000 25, 000 
Subtotal (Big Sunflower River, ete.)_............-.--.-- 600, 000 925, 000 325, 000 


} 
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Revised completion schedule 


Sardis Reservoir ____- 2 
Features for primary use - - 
Recreation facilities_- 

Arkabutla Reservoir_____- 
Features for primary use 
Relocations__.___ 

Recreation facilities __- 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 

Enid Reservoir ; L 
Features for pr imary use 
Recreation facilities 

Grenada Reservoir. __- 

Features for pr imary use_ 
Recreation facilities ___- 

Yazoo City__. 

Belzoni________- i 
Lands and damages 
Relocations ae. 
Levees and flood walls_- 

Greenwood ___. ious 
Lands and damages- 
Relocations ._____- 

Roads, railroads, and bridges 
Channels and canals.______- 
Levees and flood walls_.._- . 
Pumping plants. 

Buildings, grounds, and utilities 

Lower ey, channel 
Lands and damages. ___ 
Relocations 
Channels __ 

Levees 

Main stem_____ 

Lands and damages. 

Relocations ___ 7 

Roads, railroads, and i bridges. = di 

ies 

Levees 

Tributaries 
Lands and damages. - 
meorations ___........_... 
Roads, railroads, and bridges. 
Channels 
Levees ___ a 
Pumping plants. 
Bank stabilization. 

Yazoo backwater_.__....._______. 
Lands and damages 
Relocations ________- © ARS 
Channels and canals___._.__.- 
Levees ______ ‘ i 
Pumping plants_____..__-- 

Upper auxiliary channel 
Lands and damages. -- 
Relocations... 
Channels and canals...-_----- 
ee 

Big Sunflower River, etc_.___- 

Lands and anes ee 

Relocations 

6 NS et Se ; 

Entire Yazoo Basin project-_------ 





Location.—The Yazoo Basin project 
generally from Memphis, Tenn., 


se 
| 


Completed __ 


Completed... 


| June 1963_ 


| June 1961 


| Completed... 


_| After fiscal year 1964 (June 1986) - 


' 


to Vicksburg, Miss., 


1959 budget 


i 
After fiscal year 1964 (June 1968). 
Completed_. 
After fiscal year 1964 (Tune 1968) 
After fiseal year 1964 (June 1968) . 


After fiscal year 1964 (June 1985 

After fiscal year 1964 (June 1988). 
After fiscal year 1964 (June 1945) 
After fiscal year 1964 (June 1968)____- 


After fiscal year 1964 (June 1965) 
After fiscal year 1964 (June 1968) 
Completed_. 

After fiscal year 1964 (June 1968) 
Completed __ 
June 1958 


.ao._- p> enone de 
March 1958 
.do__. 
After fiscal year 1964 
_do 
do 
.do 
do 
do 
do 
Completed_- 


June 1960 


June 1963 

do__. i 
After fiscal year 1964 (June 1982)____ 
After fiscal year 1964 (June 1981) . 
After fiscal year 1964 (October 1981) _ 


After fiscal year 1964 (June 1982) _ 
do 

After fiscal year 1964 (June 1986) - 

After fiscal year 1964 (June 1985) __._- 

After fiscal year 1964 (October 1985) __ 

Completed 


do 
December 1960 
Completed ’ 
After fiscal year 1964 (June 1990) - 
After fiscal year 1964 (June 1985). __- 
After fiseal year 1964 (November 1989) - 
After fiscal year 1964 (June 1990) 

Mans dnitntiuumniees Be td. hie ts 
After fiscal yes ar 1964 (December 1988) . 
After fiscal year 1964 (June 1991) __-_- 
After fiscal year 1964 (June 1990) - _ _- 
After fiscal year 1964 (November 1990) - 
After fiscal year 1964 (June 1991)... ‘ 

Sos cioaeaine aah cada aha iaeeiiadadtaae ate 
After fiscal year 1964 (June 1968) ._..__- 
After fiscal year 1964 (June 1967)_..___- 
After fiscal year 1964 (September 1967) .| 
After fiscal year 1964 (June 1968)_....__| 
After fiscal year 1964 (June 1991)_....- 





Revised estimate 


June 1962. 

Completed. 

June 1962. 
Do. 


| Comnleted 


June 1962. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Completed 
June 1962. 

Do. 
Completed. 
June 1962, 
Completed 
August 1958 
June 1958. 

Do. 
August 1958. 


||} Comnletion not 


scheduled nend- 
ing commetion 
of main-stem 
work and de- 
termination of 
need therefor 


June 1963. 
June 1960, 
June 1961. 
June 1963. 
Do. 

June 1976. 
June 1975. 
September 1975 
Completed. 


June 1976. 


Do. 
June 1980. 
June 1979. 
August 1979 
Completed. 
June 1980. 

Do. 
December 1960 
Completed, 
June 1975. 


_| June 1974 


Do. 
June 1975. 

Do. 
| December 1973. 
June 1983. 
June 1982. 
September 1982 
June 1983. 

Do. 
June 1965. 
June 1964. 
November 1964. 
June 1965. 


.| June 1983. 


is located in Mississippi and extends, 
in a north-south direction 


from the escarpment east of Greenwood, westward to the Mississippi River. 
Authorization.—1928 and 1936 Flood Control Acts and amendments. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—2.73 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Wstieetnl: FaGered Geet. 6 in co een ccc enone cube < ee hn ie eens cece 
Estimated non-Federal cost. ..........-- winints viper cadet ethc Diet ainsanh ceil GE Bi ceccncceccss 
Cs QUIS 6. cis oro ocd coctonamcectcasecebetapausnes knaseeiines DF Batok Read eine 
CN Gs Foca icin ck cGhnschnkstsu chaise eeetingineaaidaddtemmiaammaten Te sts a tse cein 
Total estimated. project. cost - ____- slab dab tk ace ib venadshhe Randal 190, 041, 000 Dee ili cdnmwen 
Apupomriations 0:06.36, TOG iis 5 o.06 5 = da 2ks 0 own dng 5s - sc ep tccedetcbocons |} 89,364,300 |......-....--.-- 
PEED UC THREE FOOT LOU. oon nnn ccc ceic nas sncancnwcsscnaseucunecsn 7 SEE Tenansncodctones 
RIE CO Go os hiss in'n Sin hie Wigingnn sa ceddsnanbctdeaentimith | 93, 474, 300 49 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__..-...........------.. eee 3, 250, 000 51 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 ieee : sated -| 93, 275, 700 = 
Physical data 
Reservoirs 
eres aos — 
Sardis Arkabutla Enid Grenada 
; atlanta ee a ial |—__— oli a 
Dam ; | Earth fill __. | Berta M8 . ..ak Earth fill _...__.__| Earth fill. 
Spillway | Uncontrolled _- Uncontrolled _..._.| Uncontrolled _....| Uneontrolled. 
Outlet works (design | 10,000 cubic feet | 10,000 cubic feet | 9,400 cubic feet | 10,000 cubic feet 
capacity). per second. per second. per second. | per second. 
Gross storage capacity 1,570,000 acre-feet. .| 525,300 acre-feet ....| 660.000 acre-feet....| 1,337,400 acre-feet 
Conservation pool. __. 92,000 acre-feet _- 7 31,500 acre-feet_.____| 57,600 acre-feet_.._.| 85,700 acre-feet. 
| | 





Yazoo City: 
Levees: 4.3 miles; average height 9 feet. 
Channels: Yazoo River Cutoff; 1.3 miles; average bottom width 160 feet. 
Pumping plants: 

Storm ae, 1, capacity 243,000 gallons per minute (540 cubic feet per 

second). 

Sanitary sewage, 1, capacity 2,609 gallons per minute, 

Sanitary sewer line, 1.7 miles; 18-inch line. 
Belzoni: Levees and flood wall: 0.7 mile, average height 6 feet. 
sreenwood: 
Levees and flood walls: 29.4 miles; average height 4.6 feet. 
Pumping plants: 
Sanitary sewage, 1, capacity 1,500 gallons per minute. 
Storm water, 5, capacity from 30,000 to 303,000 gallons per minut« 
(67 to 675 cu’ ic feet per second). 
Channels: Pelucia Bayou diversion. 
Relocations: Illinois Central Railroad and Highway No. 7 Bridges. 
Lower auxiliary channel: 
Levees: 63 miles; average height 11 feet. 
Channels: 32 miles; average depth 23 feet. 
Relocations: 

Roads, United States Highway No. 49-W, 1 mile; county roads, 4 

bridges and 3 miles of road. 

Railroads, Illinois Central Railroad, 1 bridge and 0.4 mile of track. 
Utilities, oil and gas lines, 5 miles; power and telephone lines, 15 miles. 
Main stem: 

Levees: 265.6 miles, variable height 3 to 25 feet. 

Channels: 44 cutoffs, 251 miles channel clearing and 8 miles channel enlarge- 
ment, all complete except for 4 cutoffs. 

Relocations: 

Roads, 2 bridges and minor bridge alterations. 

Railroads, alteration of 1.1 miles Illinois Central Railroad. 

Utilities, power and telephone lines. 
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Tributaries: 
Levees: 126 miles, variable height, 3 to 25 feet. 
Storm-water pumping plant: 1 (McKinney Bayou) (increase in capacity from 


45,000 to 135,000 gallons per minute) (100 to 300 cubic feet per second) 
Channels: 360 miles. 


Relocations: 
Roads, 26 county road bridges and 3 highways. 
Railroads, Illinois Central Railroad. 


Utilities, power and telephone lines and oil and gas pipelines 
Yazoo backwater: 


Levees: 98 miles, variable height, 10 to 26 feet. 
Storm-water pumping plants: 3, capacity 800, 2,600 and 12,600 cubic feet per 


second. 
Channels: 26 miles, average depth 10 feet. 
Relocations: 


Roads, United States Highway No. 61. 
Railroads, Illinois Central Railroad. 
Utilities, power and telephone lines, 
Big Sunflower River, etc.: 
Channels: 
Big Sunflower River: 162 miles. 
Quiver River: 59 miles. 
Steele Bayou: 50 miles. 
Deer Creek: 7 miles. 
Bogue Phalia: 52 miles. 
Little Sunflower River: 21 miles. 
Hushpuckena River: 28 miles. 
Bear Creek Diversion: 13 miles. 
Tributaries: 165 miles. 
Relocations: 
Roads: 14 bridges. 
Utilities: Power and telephone lines and oil and gas pipelines 
Upper auxiliary channel: 
Levees: 59 miles; average height 7 feet. 
Channels: 48 miles; average depth 18 feet. 
Relocations: 
Roads: 2 United States highways, 2 State highways, and 12 county 
roads. 
Railroads: 1 Dlinois Central Railroad and 1 C. & G. Railroad, alterations. 


Utilities: 4.14 miles of REA and 1.63 miles of Mississippi Power & 
Light Co. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1968) 


























sideline 
Percent Completion schedule 
complete 

TE TI WHEE kids ks eh a ow SS ide Sep 5 settee aaeds 97 | After fiscal year 1964. 
SOD TOE EMIS TROD = ers ccknce tae arenmemapgindhcoeecenstel 100 
Pepeveanes Cae oon ok eek SL 42 Do. 

Arkabutla Reservoir___.._- Se cnpctitieitimelie cia | 98 | Do. 
ees Ber wena O00. ena is side a Is SY 100 | 
I hans hs i xia cc aki Ohad, ob beend>—hepiieendeteadesresetl ! 76 | Do. 
Recreation facilities__.............--.-- ahi eee eae } 14 | Do. 
Bulldings, grounds, and utilities... ... 6.2... ns cc ec ecscncnse 0 Do. 

| —————————— 

a Tim ass iain 5 ak hick etn heise nw seaaasiiies gies wbaeitientel 98 Do. 
Features for primary use ___--_. wlll heh Likes tewede setldpbidb bbe es | 100 | 
PIE ie eich ae ta piictaceieainatsighscspbassvbinate 12 | Do. 

eT HEIN WIN ois 5 dbbed see i bcnk yp nasgeeb tuple pehemialeneetel a A Do. 
Features for primary use---......-..---- ond: bisheaeedoeae 100 | 
Recreation facilities.............--. . di Sa eee 23 | Do. 

ROO GN wie win ns i Ses cielo gh iid inns ss cnsheudesiceledneese | 100 

al Ane tnd dhgnsetiebenenreekes ail oo 54 | June 1958. 
Lands and damages. -........-...--..---- Gitaéwinh sthbe< dian 99 | Do. 
pS eee aie Pp SG ESERE FE DD IEC: ical 54 | March 1958. 
SCOUT ta OSE. 5 5 oonkes ed eit eee 74 | Do. 

UR cst are rriiovenien~dvcliee emer titeoeinae anganctb 45 | After fiseal year 1964. 
Lands and damages_-_--.......--..- oy eee 75 Do. 
CONG. - ecstind sin sede dnc cedeenat hestagnaneagees 31 | Do. 

Roads, railroads, and bridges...............-.-.--.------------ | 100 
Ousmane and cman a ae Pas 0 | Do. 
Eeeeer bind Tete. gis. wosk cn ncdi cc ccsenscsss nnd bt Seu 77 | Do. 
I DIRE is incite cntepadonges appsemviealustendaewos 36 Do. 
Buildings, grounds, and DOIN rd seiccSeove aannka accor aah 100 

Rubee camliinry Game os os oh oa doesn ns i ph bade’ alee June 1963. 
Lands and damages _-- ae: ; ue 62 | June 1960, 
Relocations... = nuddpesianmediiinnanytedenpeaeil 18 | June 1961, 
Channels.-_.-_-__- 7 ebiusdacaan st radiated 22 | June 1963. 
Levees. .-- ake niaapie rae imavcnueed 42 Do. 

Main stem -- -- . . e-enessenes 7 | After fiscal year 1964 
Lands and damages-.-.-.....-..-- ; Sinistightl 38 Do. 
Relocations. ; tw as ae 1 Do. 

Roads, railroads, and 1 bridges ensdad ; cass 100 | 
Channels-_- : os Jccvcetuadutusdsantessendalns 62 Do. 
Levees... - — s+ — 5 | Do. 

Rss . Sins pehna wane nhdh Gia lah be ene namides eae rc Via | Do. 
ene A aos, scars ota buddeibliasakcipdbieatniepilie adidl 15 Do. 
pO SS ee eee Voce kgnta>deendeal 3 Do. 
Roads, railroads, and or pswnchalag ane iene anata 100 
Channels__---... ddidindidinmeies cb dtciriatcediallinsctin lala 42 Do. 

IN i hin bxcitn cnuntoahvestiusan cnbehan nities amimbenaindn 3 Do. 
Pumping plants. psarcaUcstes tnciabiaks st Ski eeasouse 0 | December 1960. 
Bank stabilization... ..... ppl akivecnienndtnnsaidbinghadslla wan 100 

Tener CR weN a ii ee Sa RO ar After fiseal year 1964. 
ES GE CIID: <= = no ncinsannonceveadonemaicanwaneneriamate 0 Do. 
OPUS aig i end od datasets gedbiadekdshewebudted 25 Do. 
CebeinbeeeeE mney oss... dcbcecasvactinns send iciaaiaty 0 Do. 

TI ie nak 5 no <p g aed anat bigtidendies Reema 0 Do. 
REE TE pons os wancdwenchaacaasnagndahageeowninewaaan 0 Do. 
Upper auxiliary channel. ..-.........-.--------------+---+--------- o | Do. 
LOOP Games. uo i ene IB scala & 0 Do. 
OOo: ia ipbici EC Lo. < sencenncddecaitevontlduded< whet | 0 Do. 
Channels and canals. oll 0 Do. 
PONE oono cas se.aeyhoadananepeenp <<qsbesenecuneseoes Geese | 0 | Do. 
Big Sunflower River, ete..............--.-- 19 | Do. 
Lends eiadk Gomneesoy is 2 ccc. cit abicliadaske 29 | Do. 
OI oso ins 5s cada kc sas bemabenawacecdceaaenmaceel 9 | Do. 
Channels. ince hiedh does ik eeepc css ian criti arin again tiene 17 | Do. 
Entire Yazoo Basin project..._-_---.------ 47 | Do. 











590 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Yazoo Basin project is based on a comprehensive plan of basin develop- 
ment. The total drainage area is 13,400 square miles of which 6,800 square 
miles are hill lands and 6,600 square miles alluvial valley lands. The area 
subject to overflow by headwater floods comprises 1,632,000 acres which produce 
cotton, corn, soybeans, oats, and hay. The project will provide protection 
against overflow to 1,067,000 acres, will materially benefit 299,000 acres, and 
will provide protection to Greenwood, Belzoni, Yazoo City, and numerous smaller 
communities. In the western part of the basin the channel improvement work 
on the Big Sunflower River and its tributaries will alleviate flooding and improve 
drainage on approximately 568,000 acres of which 352,000 are highly cultivated. 
Because of the flatness of the land and poor condition of the natural drainage 
privately constructed drainage systems emptying into the Big Sunflower River 
and its tributaries have proved ineffective resulting in prolonged periods of inun- 
dation, either killing planted crops or causing late planting with consequent 
reduction in crop yields. The project will improve natural drainage permitting 
the floodwaters to run off more rapidly thus increasing the effectiveness of local 
drainage. In addition approximately 535,000 acres in the Yazoo backwater 
area will be given protection against all but the larger floods and an additional 
296,000 acres will be materially benefited. Of these 296,000 acres about 204,000 
acres are benefited by the channel improvement work in the Big Sunflower 
River area. The plan for construction of the Yazoo Basin project is based on 
priority needs. The four reservoirs were constructed to hold back the flood- 
waters from the hills, protection of Greenwood is complete except for Pelucia 
Bayou diversion, protection of Yazoo City is complete, and protection of Belzoni 
is underway. Some work has been done on the main streams to provide an 
outlet for improved local drainage and the controlled discharges from the reser- 
voirs. The auxiliary channels are designed to provide additional channel capacity 
and thereby eliminate costly levee construction. Work on the tributary streams 
will result in improved channel capacity. Improvements by local interests have 
kept pace with the degree of protection afforded, large sums having been spent 
on clearing land, constructing lateral drainage systems, and converting to more 
modern farming methods. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $3,250,000 will be applied as follows: 

Lower auxiliary channel: The funds ($2,075,000) requested will be applied to— 


ee Se MO eg Sb ce esd WO $150, 000 
Relocations: 
Continue United States Highway 49-W bridge_______________-~ 530, 000 
Initiate Humphreys County, 2 bridges______.._______-___-__-_- 335, 000 
Complete real estate work in connection with relocations___ _ __- 11, 100 
Channels and canals: 
Levees: 
Continue excavation, item LAC-19___._________________- 443, 000 
Complete embankment, item LAC-12____________________ 130, 000 
Continue embankment, item LAC-19___________________- 236, 300 
NN Nn aie aah otlawnnk oni am 104, 600 
Banervanon ana Gcmnmistration..... ... ... nn de SRL Sew 135, 000 
Re eo Se cate comers b adie 2, 075, 000 


The streams in the Yazoo Basin have relatively small channel capacities; 
consequently, rapid runoff of floodwaters is prevented and the duration of flooding 
is prolonged on large agricultural areas. Construction of the lower auxiliary 
channel will provide additional channel capacity, hasten the runoff of floodwaters 
and reduce the projeet flood flow line by 3 feet at Yazoo City and 7 feet at the 
head of the channel near Belzoni. Reduction of the flow line is necessary in order 
to obviate comparatively expensive high levees and also to greatly reduce the 
amount of rearrangement of existing improvements on the highly developed lands 
along the banks of the Yazoo River. he lower height of levees will give more 
positive protection against floods to the adjacent areas. The lower flow line will 
permit drainage structures along the Yazoo River to be opened earlier following a 
high water, thereby materially improving drainage conditions in the protected 
areas. Also, during reservoir emptying periods, the lower flow line will not block 
drainage outlets for large areas of croplands during the growing season. 
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Main stem: The funds ($400,000) requested will be applied to— 


Coins Danae Gee a nn, 8 ect Sn oh wn eberewaes $10, 000 
Relocations: 
Yazoo River: 
Continue Greenwood cutoff bridge________-__- sean oo eo oe ee 
Initiate and complete YVEPA powerlines____.___.____.-----. 6, 900 
Initiate and complete telephone line, Southern Bell Telephone & 
IAs 5c ecns 0:9 ate tinge Nk sai oon a> w sec nee tena ee 600 


Initiate and complete telegraph line___. BEA URL 600 
Levees: Yazoo River: Continue Piney Creek to Techeva Creek levee 





ee Se ne ee ee oe ere eae celle eee 200 
TOON RE CN nn ns on ke dees, teens ee tn ee 
Supervision and administration.__...-...-----_---- Eee cconpes : ane 

eile aos eee tw ae aed a ae ee co eae ..... 400, 000 


The channels of the Coldwater, Tallahatchie, and Yazoo Rivers have relatively 
small capacities, consequently it is necessary to improve the channels and to 
construct levees throughout most of the basin to prevent flooding of an extensive 
rich agrizultural area. These works, when c d, will accomplish the desired 
results by reducing the flow line sufficiently to protect the land. With the funds 
requested for fiscal year 1959 work can be continued on relocation of the Green- 
wood cutoff bridge to connect with a new highway being planned for early con- 
struction by the Mississippi State Highway Department and work can also be 
continued on construction of levee on east bank Yazoo River from Piney Creek 
to Techeva Creek (Eden area) to provide protection to a considerable acreage of 
rich agricultural lands. 

Tri utaries: The funds ($175,000) requested will be applied to— 


Channels and canals: Complete David-Burrell Bayous channel improve- 


I aE cles eae sh aceite as x act os i eatin! a oo Daas ict alae tees aaa id a ote $8, 300 
Pumping plant: Initiate McKinney Bayou peers pian. 2. PS 90, 000 
ee OnE SG SU ne See 64, 700 
DUCE Ven Orr BIIDINSI GIO en a nee scene saan 12, 000 

OUR 8 ow em ae nn ae tas Peet Ekin ee ea ee ... 175, 000 


The streams in the Yazoo Basin under the classification of ‘tributaries’ have 
relatively small channel capacities. Consequently, rapid runoff of floodwater is 
prevented and the duration of overflow is prolonged on large agricultural areas. 
Improvement of the stream channels by clearing, snagging, cutoffs, and enlarge- 
ment, together with construction of levees where required, will reduce the flood 
flow lines there>y protecting the agricultural areas to a great extent. With the 
funds requested for fiscal year 1959 channel improvement of David-Burrell Bayous 
can be completed and work can be initiated on construction of McKinney Bayou 
pumping plant. This will be a new plant with a capacity of 300 cubic feet per sec- 
ond to replace an existing obsolete plant of 100 cu ic feet per second capacity. 
The additional capacity will reduce the sump elevation about 2.5 feet, thereby 
benefiting approximately 9,000 acres of cleared lands and 2,000 acres of wooded 
lands. 

Big Sunflower River, etc.: The funds ($600,000) requested will be applied to— 


COOGEE TRUS SEE HERONS Gin erie ce es nalts sank ecdnesilcueedou $105, 500 
Relocations: 
Continue 1 Washington County bridge, Bogue Phalia___________ 38, 000 
Continue 1 State highway bridge, No. 438, Bogue Phalia________ 34, 000 
Complete telephone lines, Bogue Phalia_-............-.---_--- 1, 400 
Complete power lines, Bogue Phalia--------....-------------- 23, 000 


Channels and canals: 
“se ° ® ~ . . 
Initiate and complete low-water weir, Big Sunflower River, mile 


Didladiecn< ap nis on-scene geht hehbaneachS suse kchseads 10, 000 
Initiate Bogue Phalia, item 15 (mile 0.0—23.1)__.__-__.-._-.___- 303, 100 

NE ROE CIR i on hh nink cksebbanesmene<veslbannneheed 50, 000 
Sumer viseel Gt GIST ACIOR. ... 5 ora o's as eh ot nccieeencsbed 35, 000 
BOOMs « on 0 occa snen ance se qetssnanteehaeubdechtaingaeew ke 600, 000 


25230—58—pt. 2 38 
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The Big Sunflower River, etc., unit of the Yazoo Basin is designed to alleviate 
flooding and improve drainage conditions on approximately 568,000 acres of rich 
delta lands. Construction of the unit was commenced in 1947 and must be con- 
tinued as rapidly as funds will permit in order to receive maximum benefits from 
the work. ith the funds requested for fiscal year 1959 work will be continued 
on relocation of Washington County bridge and State Highway No. 438 bridge 
and telephone and powerline alterations over Bogue Phalia will be completed in 
order not to delay channel improvement on Bogue Phalia; work will be initiated 
on channel improvement Bogue Phalia, item 15 (mile 0.0-23.1) and the low-water 
weir on Big Sunflower River will be constructed. This work is scheduled in the 
orderly plan of improvement and should be performed as scheduled in order that 
the benefits to be derived can be realized at the earliest possible date. 

Non-Federal cost.—Local interests are required to maintain and operate the 
works in the Big Sunflower River, etc., unit and maintain the levees of the Yazoo 
backwater unit. The annual cost of maintenance and operation of these units is 
estimated at $264,000 and $15,000, respectively. Local interests are not required 
to maintain the works in the Yazoo headwater area. Local interests have in- 
curred costs of $11,000 in the Yazoo headwater area and $30,000 in the Big 
Sunflower River, etc., priorv@o the passage of the 1950 Flood Control Act. In 
addition, local interests estinia#®°that some $20 million has been expended in the 
Yazoo headwater area on drainage improvements prior to initiation of construction 
of the authorized Federal improvements. In the Big Sunflower River area the 
expenditures are estimated at some $3 million. Expenditures in the Yazoo 
backwater area are not known, but they are believed to be relatively small. 
Also, it is estimated that local interests will further expend $11,750,000 in the 
Yazoo headwater area, $3,191,000 in the Big Sunflower River area, and $5,989,000 
in the Yazoo backwater area on connecting ditches, main laterals, and onfarm 
drainage improvements. 

Status of Sooat cooperation.—Local interests have not been requested to furnish 
mecessary assurances to maintain the levees in the Yazoo backwater unit after 
completion and to agree not to raise the levee above limiting elevations established 
by the Chief of Engineers. The Yazoo-Mississippi Delta Levee District and the 
Mississippi Levee Commissioners have informally stated that they would furnish 
assurances; however, while definite responsibilities have not been established, no 
difficulties are anticipated in obtaining the necessary assurances. 

Necessary assurances to operate and maintain the Big Sunflower River unit 
have been received from the Yazoo-Mississippi Delta Levee District and the 
Board of Mississippi levee commissioners. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$190 million is an increase of $6,700,000 over the latest estimate ($183,300,000) 
submitted to Congress; $1,183,000 of this increase is: due to higher price levels. 
The estimates for engineering and design and supervision and administration have 
been increased $4,293,000 due to reanalysis of requirements based on experienced 
cost and to provide for contribution to the retirement fund; $1,099,000 has been 
added to complete necessary recreation facility requirements on the four reservoirs. 
= remaining increase of $125,000 is due to more detailed investigations and 

esign. i 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 














} 
Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year complete 
| estimate 1957 | 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) 
Completed unit: Yazoo City- __- --| $2, 206, 


Sardis Reservoir: 
Completed features__ 
Recreation facilities - < 
Engineering and de sign... aan hth 
Supervision and administration. __- ‘ 


Subtotal (Sardis Reservoir) _-- - 





Arkabutla Reservoir: 
Completed features _.-- 
Rik wkd joke tine cdeinns emer 
Recreation facilities __-...............-- 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities__- 
Engineering and design_-_- ek 
Supervision and administration__...-- 


Subtotal (Arkabutla Reservoir) 


Enid Reservoir: 


Completed features_...............---- 1, 831, 
Lands and damages. ...__........._.-- 2, 445, 
A aiid. nen ning Sle gkmancencdl , 292, 
Recreation facilities.__...___-..--____- 


Be 


Engineering and design__.._........._. 
Supervision and administration 


Subtotal (Enid Reservoir) --- 


z 


& 
7 
x 


Grenada Reservoir: 
Completed features __-_-_-- 
Recreation facilities... 
Engineering and design...._...__...--- 
Supervision and administration 


Subtotal (Grenada Reservoir) 


8 
£32 
$2223) 2| S58 |§| Sse= 


274, 


2 
= 
= 





& 








Lands and damages - - - 
Relocations. 

Levees and fioodwalls. - 
Engineering and design____ : oe 
Supervision and administration. __- 


aS 


SSE 


Subtotal (Beizoni)-...........-- 


Greenwood: 
Lands and damages - - 
Relocations -- nme 
Roads, railroads, and bridges. - abe 
Channels and canals apo Gik caiphascabetiateiinrs besncdatieteitinte 
Levees and floudwalls-_-...........---- . 1, 168, 000 |. 
0 eee 572, 200 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_..___- ' 3, 600 
Engineering and design_.._. ._.- _— 195, 400 
Supervision and administration - --...-- 141, 100 |__- 


Subtotal (Greenwood) -..._......---- 2, 307, 900 





Lower auxiliary channel: 
Lands and damages 
PN ted caticsablcdde > deel 
Channels and canals 
I te eg mm enn ee 
Engineering and design__............-- 
Supervision and administration - -.---- 


Subtotal (lower auxiliary channel) --._. 








i 
) 
1b 
f 
; 
i 
; 
f 





Summary canstruction program 


Feature 


Main stem: 
Lands and damages 
Relocations 
Roads, railroads, and bridges 
Channels and canals 
Levees and floodwalls__- 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


Subtotal (main stem) -__. 


Tributaries: 
Lands and damages_-_-_--- 
CS eee eee 
Roads, railroads, and ae a 
Channels and canals_____- 
Levees and floodwalls 


Pumping plants (McKinney Bayou) 


Bank stabilization___..__- 
Engineering and design-__. 
Supervision and administr ation 


Subtotal (tributaries) --- 


Yazoo backwater: 
Lands and damages. - - --- 


Rel cations... __- Nahe ceed 
Channels and canals.....-_-..-----_- 


lS Sa om 
Pumping pl: RAMS 2a) 
Engineering and design__-- -- 


Supervision and administration... -- ‘ 


Subtotal (Yazoo backwater) _- -.. 


Big Sunflower River, etc.: 
Lands and damages. .............- 
I 
Channels and canals. 
Engineering and design__-- 


Supervision and administration 


Subtotal (Big Sunflower River) - _. 


Upper auxiliary channel: 
Lands and damages. ........-- 
Relocations _- 


Channels and canals._......--.------ 


Levees 
Engineering and design_- 
Supervision and administration - 


Subtotal (Upper auxiliary channe)) -. 


Total applied cost (Federal funds oe - 


Undistributed cost.___- 


Total project cost renen funds 


only)... tintntiaranie 


Pending adjustments.- Diet els lisk aoe co. 


Total cost (Federal funds only) ---- 
Undelivered orders........-..-.-..-..--- 


Total obligations _-........-- 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


RI se rcrsma xe nnenantnnineen nd 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956- -. 
Unobligated carryover from prior year.-- 
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(PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959—Continued 
































Tetal funds available for obligation----_--_|- a 


Appropriations required..............--- 











' Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
|Project cost) June 30, fiscal year | cal year complete 
| estimate 1957 1958 1959 | after fiscal 
year 1959 
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
po hoon * Pads sstiaiiseassiates 
| $1,425,000} $466,600} $238,400/ $10,000! $710, 000 
| 1,317, 300 | 3, 600 | 14, 500 18,100 | 1, 281, 100 
| 1, 400 1, 400 RS 
3, 302, 300 | 2,063, 500 | ae } 1,238, 800 
| 10, 295, 000 | 532, 200 | 36, 000 280,500 | 9,446,300 
1,929,000 | 1,271,500 | 142,500 | 34, 900 | 480, 100 
1,630,000 | 393, 500 | 20, 800 26,500 | 1, 189, 200 
ard pe Potent incite Bites Re 
19, 900,000 | 4, 732, 300 452, 200 | 370, 000 o| 1 14, 345, 500 
[ | ; 7 | " 4 | : 2 
| 3,284,000 | 489, 900 | 22, 800 i 2, 771, 300 
| 3,003, 100 | 96, 700 | 77, 600 | 2,828, 800 
5, 900 5, 900 | Eis, actine 
8,420,700 | 3,486,400 | 133, 000 43,300 | 4, 758, 000 
9,111,900 | 292,900 | 8,819, 000 
| 490, 000 40,000 | 450, 000 
38, 600 | 38, 600 ‘ ee ‘ 
} 1,244, 800 142, 800 | 10, 900 | coe | 1,025, 400 
2, 101,000 | —_ 389, 500 | 37, 000 2,000 | 1, 662, 500 
a aaphereneanypee -|— - - - eens anemones 
27. 700,000 | 4,942, 700 | __ 281, 300 | "160, 000 | 22, 316, 000 
See eS — = = — — = oa 
1, 900, 000 | 590 | 10, 000 | | 1,889, 500 
| 249, 900 59, 900 | 181. 000 
| 373, 000 |.....-- | | 373, 000 
9, 820, 000 |. a: 9, 820, 000 
13, 657,000 |......_- 
1, 999, 000 94. 690 37, 200 | 
2, 419, 100 14, 100 2, 890 |. sh onl 402, 200 
a abmccccadl aac yincsingeesmpnran f anenpesidioe 
30, 400, 000 | 169, 100 50, 000 0 |-. | 30, 189, 900 
600,000} 119,39 | 160,700 | 105.590 | —-223, 500 
| _ 776,300 19,500 | 291, 000 | 44,410 511, 400 
5, 331,700 | 725, 400 222,700 | 325, 100 4, 058, 500 
552, 000 | 225, 300 60, 200 50, 000 | 216, 500 
| 660,000 | 88, 600 | 61, 200 35, 000 | 475, 200 
920,000 | 1, 169, 100 | 705, 800° 560,000 } 5,485, 100 
—— ~ = —|\=——— — ‘a = == = — = —S=== 
700,000 |.....- * 700, 000 
| 1,382,000 | : --| 1,382,000 
6, 759, 000: |. 5 --| 6,759, 000 
2, 013, 000 | 2, 013, 000 
| 990,000 |_._- 990, 000 
| 1,059, 000 | . } 1,059, 000 
12, 903,000 |.......-.-- -|-- | 12, 903, 000 
|190, 000, 000 | 87, , 882, 900 | 3, 507 600 | ~ 8,020,000 | 95, 589, 500 
hoon nb dna bis None | : ~---|-------- 
RENEE GRA enema abn 
}190, 000, 000 | 87,882,900 | 3 607, 600 020,000 | 95, 589, 500 
None = $4 minke adsee as 
[oe mmr — 
-|190, 000, 000 | 87,882,900 | 3,507,600 | 3, 020, 000 95, 589, 500 
+588, 200 —203, 400 |-+1, 929,000 | —2, 313, 890 
88 471, 100 3, 304,200 | 4, 949, 000 | 93, 275,700 
= —— ——_—— | eee. Oo Eee OOOO 
Lccwctcudess SO ES tO eee eee 
Bent whan |} 805,000 j...........-|.. sahil eeccask tks 
|. a 893, 020 a. | ae 
| 89, 364, 300 | 5,003, 200 |... __- ke eens 
eeu shies 3, 250,000 | 93, 275, 700 
| | 





Mr. Cannon. Is this under your jurisdiction, General Carter? 
General Carter. Yes, sir. 
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INCREASED PROJECT COST 


Mr. Cannon. There is a substantial increase in the total cost on 
this project, more than would reflect the increase in labor and material 
in the last year. How do you account for this increase? 

General Carrer. The upward revision, $6,700,000, is due to, 
$1,183,000 of it, the upward rise in the cost index. 

The increase of $772,000 is for the retirement fund that you know 
about. 

The increase of $1,766,000 and $1,755,000, respectively, is for 
engineering and design and supervision and administration. That 
brings the average cost of engineering and design on this project for 
the remaining portion of the project to 5 percent for engineering and 
design and about 8 percent for supervision and administration. 

Mr. Cannon. How does that compare with the average? 

General Carrer. That is about the average. This project has 
been going a very long time. We have reviewed it a number of times, 
which has raised the cost of engineering and design and some super- 
vision and administration in the past. The remainder, however, as 
we now estimate this extra $1,766,000 and $1,755,000 is about on the 
average, which is about 8 percent for supervision and administration 
and about 5 percent for engineering and design. 

There is an increase of about a million dollars— 


NO LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Taser. | know that there is a contribution, estimated non- 
Federal cost of $41,000. How did you ever come to let them put that 
much money in as a non-Federal contribution? I cannot understand. 
You have been slipping. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Out of a total of $190 million. That is such a 
small fraction. 

Mr. Cannon. Who are the principal beneficiaries of this project, 
General. 

General Carrer. The principal beneficiaries of this project are the 
people in the Yazoo-Mississippi Delta and surrounding area. 

Mr. Cannon. This is a $190 million project. What is the local 
contribution? 

General Carrer. The local contribution is nothing. 

Mr. Taper. It says $41,000. 

General Carrer. This was prior to the 1946 act. 

Mr. Busu. Part of the local cost. 


ANNUAL MAINTENANCE COSTS 


Mr. Cannon. What will be the cost of annual maintenance of this 
project after it is completed and who will pay it? 

General Carter. The annual cost of maintenance is estimated at 
$264,000 for the Big Sunflower: 

Mr. Cannon. Annually? 

General Carrer. That is right. 

Mr. Cannon. Who will pay that? 

General Carter. The local people. 

The Big Sunflower portion requires local people to assume respon- 
sibility for maintenance. 
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Mr. Cannon. For the whole project here, the whole Yazoo Basin, 
what is the cost of maintenance? 

Mr. Busx. $279,000 annually. 

Mr. Cannon. Is that what you expected it to be last year or is 
that finished? 

Mr. Busu. After it is finished. 

Mr. Cannon. After it is completed. 

Mr. Busu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The community takes care of all that. Does the 
Federal Government put up anything for maintenance after it is 
completed? 

Mr. Buss. Yes, sir; they have to maintain the pumping plant in 
the backwater area of the Yazoo and they maintain the Yazoo head- 
water portion of the project, which includes the four reservoirs. 

Mr. Cannon. Why not put maintenance under the same head? 

Mr. Busu. There have been three separate authorizations to the 
Yazoo project—headwater project, backwater project, and the Big 
Sunflower River and tributaries project. They were authorized by 
different acts of Congress. 

Mr. Cannon. And maintenance is provided in the statute? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. How much acreage is covered by this project? 

General Carter. I have that figure. 

Mr. Evins. Page 98 says 13,400 square miles are covered in this 
project and 299,000 acres. 

General Carrer. That is the figure, sir. 

Mr. Busu. In the Yazoo Basin the area subject to flood is 3,099,000 
acres. 

Mr. Taser. What is the assessed valuation of that territory? 

Mr. Busu. Sir, I cannot give you the assessed valuation. I can 
give an estimate of the value of it. 

General Carrer. We have an estimate of the value of lands. 

Mr. Taser. Is the land worth as much as $25 an acre or would it 
be mostly swampland that would not be worth very much? 

General Carter. Prior to the construction of the Mississippi levees 
and prior to construction of flood-control projects, this was largely 
swampland. It now varies in value from $500 to $1,000 an acre. 
It is very valuable land. The total value of the lands in the flood 
area is $285,300,000. 

Mr. Taper. Does that mean that it has become that way because 
of these projects? 

General Carrer. It has become that way because of the money 
the local people expended prior to the 1928 act in protecting them- 
selves with levees, the drainage canals they built prior to these 
projects, and as a result of these projects. 

Mr. Taper. And they have, these landowners, never contributed 
a dollar toward Federal effort in draining their land? 

General Carter. Up until this project was authorized, they con- 
tributed of course all the funds. 

Mr. Taser. All that was spent? 

General Carter. Up until 1928, when the Congress passed the 
1928 Flood Control Act, the people in the whole lower Mississippi 
Valley had already spent approximately $300 million on their own 
flood protection. 
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Mr. Taser. Lower Mississippi Valley? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. That is the whole valley, not this particular Yazoo 
project? 

General Carter. | have no breakout as to what was spent on this 
particular project, but there was a locally constructed levee from the 
hills of Memphis to the lower end of the Yazoo Basin built by local 
interests. It was broken at Mound, Miss., in 1927, and there was 
tremendous flood damage. The 1928 act 

Mr. Cannon. There must be some misunderstanding about this 
question of annual maintenance on this project. 

What we would like to have is the total annual maintenance on 
this project when completed. You tell us, I believe, $260,000 is the 
annual cost but we would like to have the annual cost on all canals, 
all pumping plants, all subsidiary activities of this project per year. 

My impression is it is vastly in excess of $260,000. 

Mr. Busu. Sir, are you asking for the Federal maintenance? 

Mr. Cannon. I am asking for the total annual maintenance cost 
of the Yazoo Basin project as a whole. 

Mr. Taser. I suggest we look at page 131 where it shows a lot of 
that stuff. It shows how it would run $800,000 or $900,000 a year. 

General Carremr. I have it. 

Mr. Cannon. We are asking for something different. We want 
the maintenance cost, total annual maintenance cost, after it is 
completed. 





FEDERAL MAINTENANCE COSTS 


General Carter. Maintenance of all the separable units—this has 
a number of different units—except Big Sunflower River, which is 
the one the local people provide maintenance for, is the responsibility 
of the Federal Government. The estimated annual Federal cost of 
maintenance, excluding the separable units, is $1,488,000, and for the 
backwater $188,000. 

Mr. Cannon. That is entirely different. 

General Carter. The annual cost to local interests for the Big 
Sunflower maintenance is the figure of $235,000, approximately. 

Mr. Cannon. That is the cost after it is completed and the Gov- 
ernment turns it over and it begins to serve the public. It will cost 
over a million dollars every year just to maintain it; is that right? 

General Carter. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. I wish you would tell us why the Congress should 
put any more of the taxpayers’ money into the Yazoo Basin. 


RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 


Mr. ANDERSEN. I would like to inquire how much there is in this 
project for recreational purposes. Unless I am incorrect, I note one 
item of the revised budget increase is for recreational facilities amount- 
ing to $375,000. Is that correct? 

General Carter. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. The question that automatically enters my mind 
is this. Are there not other more important items or projects on which 
the increased budget funds could and should be utilized at this time 
rather than the $375,000 on recreational facilities down there? 








598 


General Carter. These reservoirs at which these recreational facil- 
ities will be built are in between Memphis, Tenn., and Grenada, 
Miss., and have very high public attendance records every year. 
As a matter of fact, they compare with some of our nationally known 
national parks. The recreational facilities which we have requested 
in this budget are the minor recreational facilities we feel are absolutely 
required to take care of the people who come there and it is, according 
to the act, the Federal Government’s responsibility. We operate 
the reservoirs. The Corps of Engineers handles the visitors. These 
recreation facilities are very definitely required. 

You will notice they are not very complicated facilities. There are 
some roads, some launching ramps, where we have gravel roads leading 
into the lakes. These roads are destroyed when the water comes 
and goes. We want to pave those. We have thousands of visitors. 
We want more permanent signs. We have temporary picnic units 
that are destroyed by visitors. We want concrete ones. 

Mr. AnprErRsEN. In this entire project, according to the figures I 
have before me, you have a total of $1,497,000 for recreational pur- 

oses, recreational facilities. I am referring to the 4 figures in the 

azoo layout before us of $332,000, $606,000, $285,000, and $274,000, 
amounting to a total of $1,497,000 for recreational purposes in con- 
nection with a project which is given scot-free to that.entire community 
amounting to $190 million of the taxpayers’ money. 

Do you not think it is a little farfetched that we are supposed on 
top of that to also give these people $1.5 million at least in recreational 
facilities? Can they not at least do that much? 

Mr. Cannon. It looks like they should pay for their own 
playground. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. I think they should keep up their own playground. 
There are many communities here involved. 

I think we are going entirely too far, Mr. Chairman, to allocate 
one million five hundred thousand-some odd dollars in the Yazoo 
project project to recreational facilities. If I am incorrect on these 
figures, I want to be corrected but, General, there are far more im- 
portant spots for the Army Engineers to be spending money nation- 
wide than to go into this very wealthy community—it is wealthy 
because of the fact that the taxpayers are dumping this $190 million 
in there—with only a $41,000 contribution; then to follow it up by 
providing $1,497,000 for recreational facilities. 

I do not say it is the Army Engineers’ fault, gentlemen, but it is 
the fault of the Congress back through the years when we permitted 
such authority to go through. I am just objecting to it. I think it 
is wrong. 

Now, General, I will yield to you. 

Mr. Cannon. I think the gentleman’s position is well taken. 

General Carter. The 1959 budget request does not include the 
sums of money for recreation facilities which Mr. Andersen has listed. 

Mr. ANpreRSEN. You will agree, however, those totals are in the 
total $190 million figure. 

General Carter. They are in the total for the project. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. That is right. I am not saying it is in the budget 
this year, but you do have—— 

General Carter. The budget this year is $375,000. 
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Mr. ANDERSEN. You do have a figure of $375,000 in the revised 
budget sent up to us for recreational facilities. I cannot help but 
think back home how desperately we have needed help, for instance, 
in that county I mentioned yesterday where we suffered $18 million 
damage last year in floods, when we think of spending money like 
this on recreational facilities elsewhere in the Nation and in com- 
munities where we have been unusually generous in the past. 


That is all. 


PURPOSE OF PROJECT 


Mr. Evins. Would the general point out on the map this area, what 
is proposed, what has been done, what they propose to do to complete 
the project? Give the committee a better picture than would appear 
at present of this development. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That is a good idea. I want the general to put a 
picture of it in the record. 

General Carter. The reservoirs are here, essentially completed 
except recreational facilities and this work here. This is the main 
stem of the Yazoo River. The Tallahatchie River comes down here 
from the north, Yalobusha River comes in here, meets at Greenwood, 
and comes down to the Mississippi River. The Big Sunflower River 
comes down through this area. The drainage project for the tribu- 
taries is in this area, some work is being done in here. The auxiliary 
channel is a leveed floodway, with levees on either side, a channel in 
the center, to cut through the lowland and pick up this water and 
bring it out. This channel in the Yazoo is very tortuous and 
restricted and cannot discharge the water quickly enough to take it 
off the land. 

In the Big Sunflower area, except for one cutoff through here called 
the Holly Bluff Cutoff which is now under construction, the work 
includes opening and deepening the channel and cleaning it out, work- 
ing up the Sunflower River to this area, which will clean out that 
channel. These were previously channels of the Mississippi River, 
when it overflowed, ran down, and came back in here. They have 
been clogged up through many years of disuse and cannot carry off 
the streamflow. That in a nutshell is what this whole project is about. 

Mr. Anprersen. In other words, General, you sre affording open- 
ings for the drainage outlets? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That is a proper function of the Army engineers. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the distance from Vicksburg to Memphis? 

General Carrer. About 210 miles. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the width of the valley at the center? 

General Carrer. About 65 miles. 

Mr. JeNsEN. And it goes to a point north as well as south? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. How many thousand acres are in that area? 

General Carrer. I gave that figure a few moments ago. 

Mr. Busu. 6,600 square miles in the alluvial valley, in the whole 
area. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. Evins. As I understand it, those four black points up there 
are all reservoirs completed. 

General Carter. That is right. 
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Mr. Evins. Yazoo City is protected from floods, Greenwood is 
protected from floods, and ‘Greenville is protected from floods. 

General Carrer. Greenville will tie in. 

Mr. Evins. You are now working on one other town to be pro- 
tected from floods. What town? 

General Carrer. Belzoni. 

+ Mr. Evins. Where is that? 

General Carrer. Right in here. 

Mr. Evins. You have 4 reservoirs completed, 3 cities completely 
protected; you are working on another city to be protected from 
flood, which at one time was all part of the Mississippi drainage. 

General Carter. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. You have 299,000 acres of very productive alluvial 
soil in that area which is now made productive for local use, if you 
want to say that, or for national use. 

General Carrer. That area is some of the finest land in the world. 
It is made here by the Mississippi River. It is very rich. In normal 
rom the rainfall is sufficient to produce either cotton or corn or 

eans, and it is a most productive area. 

Mr. Evins. In looking over the various sections of this project, 
I am not, personally, familiar with it, but I notice some of it is i00 
percent complete; some, 23 percent complete; some, 77 percent; 
and certain sections, none at all. How far, in the main, would you 
say the overall project is advanced? 

General Carter. About 47 percent. The headwaters; we are rec- 
ommending no funds on that until there has been a restudy of the 
necessity for that project. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, General, for the explanation of the project. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. One further question, please, General. I agree 
with you, General, that the project, on the face of it, is fine. It has 
reclaimed a tremendous amount of the best soil in the world. There 
is no question about that. 

The question that enters my mind, however—I think Mr. Cannon 
also has expressed the same opinion—is as to why, after reclaiming 
all of this good land, worth a thousand or more dollars per acre, we 
do not have more in the line of local contributions here from these 
pare who stand to benefit from the Federal works? Again, I 

now that was an act of Congress. I am not blaming you for it. 
The Army engineers step in, according to the laws as passed by the 
Congress, and they do their job and they are doing a good job. But 
I am getting a little bit tired of huge projects like this, appropriating 
for them year after year, and with no local contributions of any 
significant amount attached to it. 

Mr. Kirwan. I have a question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Kirwan. 

Mr. Kirwan. In Ohio, construction by the Federal Government 
has been very limited. Dillon Dam is im this budget, and in the 
past it has built 2 reservoirs in the district I represent at a cost of 
$10 million. When the Federal Government. builds anything. in 
Ohio, they turn the recreation end of it over to the State. The State 
has to turn around and get guards and wardens to care for the fish 
and wildlife and develop the parks. 

General Carter. Many of the areas have been turned over to the 
States. These are public areas which the Corps of Engineers is still 
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responsible for. As long as we are responsible for them and people 
come there, we feel we are obligated to take care of them. 

Mr. Krrwan. We have a little reservoir in Youngstown on a 
tributary of the Mahoning River which 600,000 people visited last 
year. The Army engineers operate it. They release the water and 
they have charge of it. The State of Ohio looks after the recreation 
end. It is strictly up to them to see that the park around it and 
everything is policed and properly maintained. 

I think there should be more of that cooperation throughout the 
Nation, especially if you have a Federal program as big as this. I 
think the State should take over the recreation end in appreciation 
for what is being done for them. 

Mr. Evins. I would be inclined to give some support to what Mr. 
Kirwan has said with respect to the recreation features, but it should 
be pointed out the cost-benefit ratio is 2.73 to 1. In other words, 
for the $190 million spent you will get $500 million back, about 3 
times that amount back, in the long run. 

In the bill which the President vetoed the other day, Mr. Kirwan, 
he did it because he said the Corps of Engineers’ cost-benefit formula 
had not been calculated on some of the projects which the Congress 
saw fit to put in. 

We do not have a cost-benefit ratio for Afghanistan and the Middle 
East and all over the world for which he is asking $5 billion. There 
is no formula there for any projects he is asking for. 

Mr. Kirwan. There is something in what you say. We are 
developing the rest of the world and we are the last to develop our 
own country. 

If we are going to develop our own country, the States certainly 
should assume their share of responsibility such as provision for 
recreation. 


CARLYLE, MEMPHIS, VICKSBURG, AND YAZOO PROJECTS 


Mr. Cannon. I would like to get the opinions of the members of the 
committee. 

We discussed the Carlyle Dam yesterday. The engineers told us if 
we are going to cut it out, it should be cut out at the earliest date 
possible before making further commitments. 

I wonder if the committee sitting this afternoon would care to take 
a position on eliminating the Carlyle Dam until we have assurances 
of larger local cooperation? 

General Carter. Might I make one statement there, sir, before 
you proceed? 

Mr. Cannon. General Carter. 

General Carter. Perhaps I did not make this clear yesterday. 
The water supply contribution by the people in that valley for the 
water supply feature of Carlyle Dam is twice the percentage and 
cost that the percentage of storage is. The water supply which the 
State of Illinois is buying is 3 percent of the cost of the dam. 

The amount of money they are paying is 7.85 percent of the cost 
of the dam. The remainder of the benefits are flood-control benefits 
in not only that valley but the valley downstream. 

We are working now on the reservoir benefit study in order to 
develop the effect of all of these reservoirs on the Mississippi River 
all the way down to the gulf. 
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We calculate those benefits into the local dam benefits. 

Mr. Taser. I am wondering if you could not get as much flood 
protection as you need in this particular spot for about half the 
money that you are suggesting here and I am wondering whether 
that proposition will take care of what is needed at that price. 

You see, the trouble with the programs of the engineers is that they 
want too many great big dams in places where smaller ones would do 
the job which legitimately might be required and it would not cost so 
much money. 

I would think that the engineers ought to really consider that sort 
of an approach to many of these things. 

I have them coming up in my district trying to put in dams that 
are not needed at all and where the least bit of study on the part of 
the engineers would establish that fact. It is a struggle all the time 
to keep them from drowning us out. 

Mr. Evins. If you are not receptive to them up your way, down 
our way we believe in water conservation. 

Mr. Taser. We believe in water conservation but we do not believe 
in making “‘dam”’ fools of ourselves or allowing them to make ‘“‘dam”’ 
fools of us. That is the difference. 

Mr. Cannon. May I suggest that the committee approve instruc- 
tions at this time to the Corps of Engineers not to make additional 
contracts, not to make further commitments on the Carlyle, Memphis, 
Vicksburg, and Yazoo projects until we have had an opportunity to 
mark up the bill. 

Mr. Taser. I certainly would do that. 

Mr. AnverRsEN. I think that is a good idea. 

Mr. Evins. Would that apply to money appropriated to them 
already? 

Mr. Cannon. To further contracts until we mark up the bill. 

Mr. Evins. The money already has been appropriated and it is in 
their hands. They might have bids already out. 

Mr. Cannon. It would not apply to anything already done but it 
would apply to anything in the future until we have had a chance to 
mark up the bill. 

Mr. Evtns. Is the committee taking action like the Budget Bureau, 
impounding funds which the Congress already has appropriated? 

That would be all right in the budget before us for 1959, but for 
moneys that already have been appropriated and already in their 
hands this would be a stoppage and a slowing down of progress at. 
the very time when the committee has called upon the Corps of Engi- 
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation to revise the budget and submit 
additional plans. It would seem inconsistent. 

Mr. Cannon. The Corps of Engineers yesterday in discussing the 
Carlyle proposition indicated that they had not yet acted but they 
were on the point of making certain contracts. 

I fail to see how anything would be lost by merely holding these 
for a few days, until we have had an opportunity to mark up the bill. 

Mr. Evins. Why not limit it to the Carlyle project and I will 
withdraw my reservation. If you include all of them down that way 
I would want to make a reservation. 

Mr. Kirwan. Limit it to Carlyle. 

Mr. Cannon. Without objection we-will limit it to the Carlyle. 

What do you think of that, Mr. Taber? 
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Mr. Taser. I would like to see it cover Carlyle, Memphis, and 
Yazoo. 

Mr. Cannon. If that were done there would be no great disadvan- 
tage, would there? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. It would disrupt all of our schedules, 
our contract work, and many other things. We have continuing con- 
tracts on some of these projects. 

Mr. Taser. It would not be over a couple weeks before we get to 
that point, would it, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Cannon. A couple weeks or so. 

Mr. Taser. It should not be over a month, anyway. 

General Carrer. We have had stops and starts in this program dur- 
ing the year for other reasons. 

Mr. Cannon. Some of these you have had more than a year and 
you have not done anything in that year. 

General Carter. We have been struggling to get this thing on the 
road. I would hate to see any further blocks put in the way. 

Mr. Evins. Would it not be a little inconsistent on the part of the 
committee to take such action when we recently called on the corps 
to revise their budget? 

Mr. Taser. We limited that to what projects were justified. 

Mr. Cannon. General Carter, asa matter of fact, what new con- 
tracts would you enter into between now and the 15th of May if this 
agreement were reached? 

General Carter. We have just opened bids on the levee item in the 
Ensley Bottoms area in Memphis Harbor. It would hold that up. 

Mr. Cannon. You have not yet awarded the contract? 

General Carter. I do not believe it has been awarded. Bids were 
opened during April. We may or may not award that contract. If 
it has been awarded it is too late, of course. 

As to the Vicksburg Harbor it is already under contract and a delay 
of a few weeks there would not bother it. 

There is no contract scheduled for award on Carlyle. We are, of 
course, trying to get ready with the land acquisition of the dam site, 
approaching the owners and going into negotiations with them. 

The most embarrassing thing on the Carlyle would be the fact that 
we have a contract with the State of Illinois for this water supply 
feature which has been signed and now is simply awaiting the manual 
approval in the Chief Engineer’s Office. 

hat has been negotiated over a period of about a year and a half. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I would like to see your suggestion moderated to 
this degree: That it should be the sense of this committee that no 
further action be taken relative to Carlyle, Memphis, or Vicksburg, 
plus recreational features having to do with Yazoo Basin. I do not 
see it would do any harm at all to hold up those controversial items 
until we mark this up. 

I would not want to be a party to say that all the contract work on 
Yazoo Basin should be held up as of today, but I am distinctly opposed 
to having huge amounts of recreational funds put in there. 

So far as 1 am concerned, General, let me ask you this: Did the 
contract in Memphis have anything to do with the completion of that 
dredging proposition on the channel? 

General Carter. No. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. It has to do with Ensley Bottoms? 
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General Carrer. That is right. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I would have to insist that that be part of it, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. Might I be heard briefly? 

Mr. Cannon. If it is agreeable to the committee, we trust the 
Corps of Engineers will take into consideration the attitude of this 
committee as expressed in this conversation. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, this project is not too different from a lot 
of other projects in this bill. I shall not oppose your recommenda- 
tion, however. But I do not want to see this committee just give a 
lot of lip service to these projects we find in this budget request where 
we find such a smali amount of local contribution. 

I recognize in this Yazoo project the fact that it will be a continuing 
obligation on the part of the taxpayers of America because of the 
fact that there are over $1 million which must be expended every 
year out of the taxpayers’ pockets for operation and maintenance. 
That is a little out of the ordinary, I might say, and it is too much to 
expect this Congress to do. 

I think this committee has a responsibility here. I have seen so 
much in these different projects where the local interests are not pay- 
ing but a very minor amount, if any, toward the development of a 
certain area which is almost exclusively for the benefit of the people 
in that area. 

I say again, let us not give lip service to this responsibility which 
we have. I do not just like the idea of picking out 1 project or 2 
projects and taking such action as we propose to take on this project. 

Mr. Chairman, I would even go along with the committee, to let 
you know where I stand, in doing the same thing, taking the same 
action we propose to take here on every project that is in this category 
or in a similar category. 

I think it is our responsibility to do something about it. 

Mr. Cannon. It has been suggested here that we also include the 
central and southern Florida project. You would be in favor of 
including that? 

Mr. Jensen. If you are going to take action such as you propose, 
as I said, include all of the projects which are in this category, the 
Florida project and all the rest of them. I shall not oppose your 
proposition. 

That is the way I feel deep down in my heart on this whole thing. 

Mr. Cannon. In order that we may have an opportunity to 
consider this matter and give all propositions equal consideration, we 
will hold this matter in abeyance for the time being. We will ask 
the Corps of Engineers to bear that in mind. 

Further questions on the pending project? 

(No response.) 

ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA, 


Mr. Cannon. The Atchafalaya Basin, $5,430,000. Include pages 
112a through 119. 
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(The pages referred to follow:) 


ATCHAFALAYA Basin, La. 





























(Continuing) 
PN 268 og 5S ba a ww citinna o lng SA oe i ants _. $4, 510, 000 
IES. aoc nko ad dada nando naan owe ee ee eae 5, 430, 000 
Increase in budget estimate... .....................-.......- rat 920, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
= Z 
1959 | Revised Increase 
budget | estimate 
Complete Bayou Boeuf interim lift. -....................-...-- $18, 000 $18, 000 0 
Complete existing contract for hydraulic lift for increase in | 
base width Atchafalaya Basin levee...__....._.............. 1, 052, 000 | 1, 052, 000 0 
Complete Wax Lake east and west, shaping Bayous Blue, 
Possum, and Bethel__..... 16, 000 16, 000 0 
Complete existing contract for Tarleton Bayou, ‘Big Bayou 
Chene and Lake Chicot channel enlargement, mile 76.0-80.2. 1, 029, 300 1, 029, 300 0 
Continue lands and damages (flowage below Krotz Springs, 
levee and dredging rights-of-way) ...................----..... 85, 000 | 85, 000 0 
Continue relocation of United States Highway No. 190 across 
West Atchafalaya Floodway-..._............-- : 1, 250, 000 1, 250, 000 0 
Continue New Orleans, Texas & Mexico Ry., high level cross- 
ing over the West Atchafalaya Floodway (cc SOEs waecee 100, 000 100, 000 0 
Initiate new contract for Atchafalaya Basin dredging.......__. 542, 700 542, 700 0 
Initiate additional access roads on east and west Atchafalaya 
ig ee os cncdnansnsdonkiantionnbesehinians Mie ciniains 4 . 45, 000 45, 000 0 
Initiate new contract for strengthening levee base by widening 
stations 1285-1545 (other costs in this reach to be borne by 
Plaquemine-Morgan City project) -.__- : 0 372, 000 $372, 000 
Initiate new contract for raisiag and strengthening “West 
Atchafalaya Basin protection levees ; 0 484, 000 484, 000 
Engineering and design. ee = 145, 000 145, 000 
Supervision and administration...........-.--- : 227, 000 291, 000 64, 000 
Ea diniee cena ko oo a eetaatie ae ee alae 4, 510, 000 5, 430, 000 920, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
ia seit crcicte di titdsnnninevennaedosentieeiseaonial June 1965__........ June 1964, 
ee OR EE I PE cates Do. 
Relocations: 
I ti ind 525s, 4c inicio enndisouns oandbacaset Cu etdasken June 1962. 
BI dich des ng sah coieipateiilnnhanndaiealaid acelin ts Geen di débina St SIME EEE eta anwas Do. 
Cemeteries, utilities, and structures_-...................-..- June 1965 .......... Do. 
TS Bok cial yaa dnnchebscisanalaisn nkintiibenass maenaee 100 percent. _____- 100 percent. 
COO NN he June 1965 ......... June 1964 
Levees and floodwalls (approximately 422 miles levee completed. Pine Meesisboncace June 1963. 
pew ee PENNS CE GUIINNOE) . «ccc vcccencnwskpeebvhndennhioed June 1965_.......... Do. 
is POOUIONR, GING BOUIN = oo 5 a choca ck tnisoanelpseaveuh tonnes crete miata June 1964. 
eestees iia shied eerh tim be od aren tiiaticteeitlniabadaily sasedesbaikepeodaae’ 100 percent... ._..- 100 percent. 


Location.—The project is located in south-central Louisiana below the latitude 
of Old River and west of and generally paralleling the Mississippi River. The 
basin is approximately 110 miles long by 45 miles wide. The Atchafalaya River 
flovs through the middle of the basin. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act approved May 15, 1928, as amended. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—6.5 to 1 (composite for the main stem). 


| 
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Summarized financial data 











| Accumulated 
| Amount percent of 
| estimated 
| | Federal cost 
ee Slits, ue Oe 
| 
Estimated Federal cost__-- we 8 ae 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - - - é webicn ins aa 0 
Cash contribution______- wah i adinedite -| OR sities cies 
Other......- Saale s ; egscume nent ide dnt dune 
Total estimated project cost- --__-_-- ee cute nom eigen tially Pagiehe anil = ne bdketewctnd tatiana 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_--_- spain ghia becca Peaeneebomeend PT EEE Patace een clatkene 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1958 _ -- cae Suahe pL ceRh obdee we uws 3, 105, 000 
Appropriations to date... Reteieithh cing din mihnhekataak achat ceed 89, 368, 200 80 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959____ isa bnitndewoueaes 4, 510, 000 84 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. ..............--..-.-.-----..-..- 18, 121, 800 5 








PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 18 feet. 
Length: 454 miles. 
High-level crossings: 
Morganza Floodway: 
United States Highway No. 190: Length, 5 miles. 
New Orleans, Texas & Mexico Railway: Length, 5 miles. 
Texas & Pacific Railway: Length, 7 miles. 
West Floodway: 
United States Highway No. 190: Length, 10 miles. 
New Orleans, Texas & Mexico Railway: Length, 8 miles. 
Pumping plants: 
Number: 11. 
Capacity: 
Minimum: 50 cubic feet per second (22,500 gallons per minute). 
Maximum: 1,000 cubic feet per second (450,000 gallons per minute). 
Average: 300 cubic feet per second (135,000 gallons per minute). 
Channels: 
Size: Varying dimensions. 
Length: 28 miles. 
Drainage structures: 
Pointe Coupee: 2 gates, 10.5 by 15 feet. 
Melville: 72-inch pipe. 
Darbonne: 10 by 10 feet. 
Bayou des Glaises: 72-inch pipe. 
Bayou Courtableau: Weir type. 
Brushy Bayou: 5- by 6-foot gates. 
Bayou Coutableau: 5 barrel, 10 by 15 feet. 
Floodgates: 
Charenton: Sector-gated, 45 feet wide. 
East Calumet: Sector-gated, 45 feet wide. 
West Calumet: Sector-gated, 45 feet wide. 
Locks: 
Bayou Bouef: 75 by 1,120 feet, earth chamber. 
Bayou Sorrel: 56 by 760 feet, earth chamber. 
Berwick: 45 by 300 feet, concrete. 
Atchafalaya River navigation: New channel, 13 miles. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 





Completion 
schedule 








I I ii shin cic pentsienes chins 
Lands and damages-..-__- 





jwuaaweren ojala nlabnerdoweaaeson aaa 83 0. 
Relocations: | 

hic cud tae cits docks tdQude idioesens ais eeeddth Sebel! aun di June 1963. 

EE itnnw dieienngesenhocseces sncecdatneranebhiestpaawibiiad | 88 | June 1962. 

Cemeteries, utilities, ee = ee i Rk Se ceiwal 65 | June 1965. 
ong ALEK REIda Re Sch Eck uGlet ub oadasee teeta epee 100 
Peeseme 8 eerie 71 Do. 
Levees and flood walls (approximately 422 miles lev ees completed). ER 92 | June 1963. 
Pumping plants: 4 completed 4 ie : 27 | June 1965. 
Roads, railroads, and var es S Suis citg ka atte tite iets ie Moss Te | 26 Do, 
| idude Liebe sdee bbsaheaeteaeesuh nina dddedacu 100 Do 





JUSTIFICATION 


General,—The Mississippi River below the latutide of Old River is capable of 
earrying only 1,500,000 cubic feet per second without threatening the integrity 
of the levees along its banks which protect thickly populated areas, highly 
developed agricultural lands, industries, and the city of New Orleans. Studies have 
indicated that the project flood against which the flood-control protection works 
are designed will be of such magnitude that 3 million ecubie feet per second will 
pass the latitude of Old River. Since the Mississippi below this latitude can carry 
only one-half this amount, the other one-half must be diverted from the main 
channel. This diversion is made through the natural channels of the Old and 
Atchafalaya Rivers, and through the Morganza and Atchafalaya Floodways. 
In order to prevent diverted waters from spreading over the rich agricultural 
lands in the Atchalfalaya Basin, these rivers and floodways have been leveed to 
confine the diverted flow. It is essential that the work proceed vigorously and as 
expeditiously as possible, in order to eliminate unnecessary damage. This flood- 
way system is for all practical purposes a part of the main river system, since the 
integrity of the main river system depends upon its utilization. Since this con- 
struction began, people have developed their farms and industries have moved into 
these areas adjacent to the floodway with full confidence that they would receive 
protection. Therefore, overtopping or crevassing of the levees would cause far 
more damage than when the project first started. Due to foundation conditions 
in some localities the levees sometime become deficient, due to consolidation 
of the soil. These levees must be maintained at the proper grade. Interrupted 
drainage has been diverted into natural sump areas and gaps have been left in 
the levee to prevent impoundment of local rainwater. During floods such as 
that of 1950 these gaps mast be closed at great expense to the Government and 
damage increases on the interior lands because of the additional amount of water 
impounded. Drainage structures and pumping plants must be provided so that 
these gaps can be closed and high flood-fighting costs eliminated. The main 
protection levees, especially below the latitude of Krotz Springs, are almost 
inaccessible except by boat during high water. It is important that they be 
brought up to grade in order that roadways can be constructed on them so that 
the necessary men and equipment can be moved to any threatened spot during an 
extreme flood. This inaccessibility adds additional costs to flood-fighting 
operations which would not be necessary if the levees were brought to grade and 
access roads constructed upon them. 

Fiscal year 1959.—-The requested amount of $4,510,000 will be applied to: 


25230—58—pt. 2——-39 








Initiate: 
nn Se SN ee ee ee eee necuewaucs $542, 700 
Access road on East and West Atchafalaya levee__._.....-...._- 45, 000 
Continue: 
Lands and damages (flowage below Krotz Springs, levee and 
ia ig ahha benicel kins 90) Settles gai se ener alae 85, 000 


Relocation of United States Highway No. 190 across West 


aa. satan exiaiabiwgs avnafnisecn es has mies elevate ae caie 1, 250, 000 
New Orleans, Texas & Mexico high-level crossing over the West 
Atchafalaya Floodway-(CC 1611)_............_.-..----...- 100, 000 
ne cane nebo 145, 000 
Sapervisioniand administration.............-...-..- ck 227, 000 
Complete: 
SUPTRIEE PESUOTINNE UNCC 5 oc no oc a ee elena 18, 000 


Hydraulic lift for increase in base width Atchafalaya Basin levee._ 1 
Wax Lake East and West, Shaping Bayous Blue and Possum and 


052, 000 


ae... Seine aoa te ees et Serene ice ies 16, 000 
Tarleton Bay, Big Bay, Chene and Lake Chicot Channel, enlarge- 
ani, SA eee TTI BU oon. 6a caso nebe seen 1, 029, 300 


Twenty-five thousand dollars included in lands and damages if for acquisition 
of flowage easement below the latitude of Krotz Springs, bringing it to 70 percent 
completion. The remaining funds in the amount of $60,000 will be used to 
acquire right-of-way for dredging operations and for construction of levees. 

United States Highway 190 high level crossing is the last of the high level 
crossings to be constructed. Funds requested will continue the work at an eco- 
nomical rate and bring this item to 30 percent completion. 

Funds for the New Orleans, Texas & Mexico high-level crossing over the West 
Atchafalaya Floodway are required for track adjustment, additional ballast, and 
stabilization of the embankment. 

Dredging to lower flow line, Atchafalaya Basin dredging, and Tarleton Bay, 
Big Bayou Chene and Lake Chicot Channel enlargement. Dredging is necessary 
in the lower reaches of the basin in order to develop a single efficient channel for 
the Atchafalaya River. A large number of channels exist, which cause sediment 
deposition as a result of cross flow. The material deposited across the basin 
acts as a low dam and causes increased flood heights which endanger the levees. 
The proposed work will close side channels and provide adequate cross sectional 
area in localities which obstruct natural channel development in the lower Whiskey 
Bay Reach. 

Shaping to interim grade and section the closures at Bayou Blue, Possum, and 
Bethel are necessary to bring these levees to project grade and section. This 
work has to be done progressively to avoid overstressing foundations. 

Due to the nature of the work, it is necessary to make the closure of Bayou 
Bouef in increments or lifts progressively to avoid overstressing the foundation. 

In the course of studies of excessive settlement of levees in the Atchafalaya 
Basin it has become apparent that inerease in base width will be required before 
levees in many localities can be built and held to adequate grade. Due to scarcity 
of haul material in the Atchafalaya Basin this work will be accomplished by 
hydraulic fill methods. Funds in the amount of $1,052,000 will be applied during 
fiscal year 1959 for pumping hydraulic lift for increase in base width Atchafalaya 
Basin levees. 

Non-F ederal costs.—Costs incurred by local interests to date (estimated by local 
interests) are as follows: Funds in the amount of $643,000 were spent for levee 
maintenance, operation, and maintenance of drainage pumps, purchase of main- 
tenance equipment, and costs, in connection with acquisition and furnishing of 
rights-of-way. Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project 
upon completion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated 
at $75,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Necessary assurances to maintain the project have 
been furnished by the 2 districts and 2 towns within the basin. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of $112 
million is an increase of $6,300,000 over the latest submitted to Congress 
($105,700,000). Of this increase, $1,104,000 is due to the rise in price levels. 
An increase of $2,312,000 in relocations is the result of additional quantities and 
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higher unit prices for steel and concrete developed in the detailed estimate of 
United States Highway 190 high-level crossing. An increase of $2,332,000 in 
levees and flood walls is the result of increased quantities required to stabilize 
levee foundations of the floodway protection levees. Engineering and design and 
supervision and administration increased $691,000 to provide adequate funds for 
the project, including contribution to the retirement fund. A reduction of 
$139,000 resulted from contract savings in various features of the project. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 












































| | 
Total to Current | Budget, fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| | year 1959 
: z | 
(1) (2) | (3) (4) © | © 
Atchafalaya River navigation --_--.---- $303, 500 | SUI Bids. cekttitebcc ities jae bewes 
Lands and damages. --.....-.....----- 4,109,600 | 3, 406, 200 $65, 000 $85, 000 $553, 400 
Relocations........-........ “—- : 22, 757, 500 | 11,680,500 | 1,351,700 950, 000 8, 775, 300 
ieee ands te intna caloie aa icine pnin cad ean oes 6, 539, 500 | 6, 534, 800 Oe Dine andetad i ainidiwieaienl 
Roads, railroads, and bridges----..--..--- 549, 500 69, 900 71, 100 45, 000 363, 500 
Channels and canals............-....-..-- 19, 517, 300 | 13, 382, 400 1, 021, 100 1, 156, 500 3, 957, 300 
Levees and flood walls.............--.---- 40, 086, 800 | 36, 671, 200 646, 200 686, 000 2, 083, 400 
Pumping plants_ ea 2, 818, 400 731, 400 LD eee 2, 021, 900 
Structures ieaenee aaeteee 14, 500 $6 FE Wis cskca toss bocnscben. anneal ; 
Engineering and design__-_- ‘ince 4,760,900 | 3,774, 400 223, 100 145, 000 618, 400 
Supervision and administration --~_..._..- 10, 542, 500 | 8, 802, 800 275, 200 227, 000 1, 237, 500 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
Gees. 2. oscceoeeanues bes aekostens 112, 000, 000 | 85, 371, 600 3, 723, 200 3, 294, 500 19, 610, 700 
Undistributed cost... ....2...... ape Nome 14.2.2... ccs 5 ea Bienes 
Total project cost (Federal funds | 
only) -- SS ak ee on ee 112, 000, 000 | 85, 371, 600 3, 723, 200 3, 294, 500 19, 610, 700 
Pending adjustments... ooo 6 sss coe co ace ; None |j......-. Se ; 
Total cost (Federal funds only)----- 112, 000, 000 | 85,371,600 | 3,723,200 | 3, 294, 500 19, 610, 700 
WEEE SUE os ncccboadubhbundndaacdicvensedste +499, 600 —233, 200 |+-1, 222, 500 | —1, 488, 900 
SEE SNC, Sstsctavicincdaccsiinslokakearede 85, 871, 200 3, 490, 000 4, 517, 000 18, 121, 800 
METHOD OF FINANCING Ps 
Federal funds --_-_..._-- as OU CNN Warne heen Bn octane enieenniee meee ee 
Appropriations ~ : Se i bee eed ee, Se 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956... .}....-..-.--- —858, 400 |_.-- | eee oS 
Unobligated carryover from prior year--- ait ee ies 392, 000 | Tp OE Bnet cat green 
Total funds available for obligation--|_........--- 86, 263,200 | 3,497,000 Pero we ei a F 
Appropriation required._............|- liiesceccdcd betes < |. ee te Fr 4, 510, 000 18, 121, 800 
Mr. Cannon. There are no questions on that. 
LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN, LA. 
Mr. Cannon. Lake Pontchartrain, a half million dollars. Insert 
pages 120—a through 126. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 
LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN, La. 
(Continuing) 
Duet entiwinké: . oo sities trae ce. ckncse see wewaeawevens deen $500, 000 
RI REGS. -. archirw arcuate wcurctaltraiaadnianereaiaba dia aaida thins ianiiie 500, 000 


None 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 





Continue enlargement, item A-3, Jefferson Parish-St. Charles 


lana i a Micali wun artes aeee ten $187, 500 $187, 500 0 
Continue shaping lakeshore levee to grade and section and 
construction of wave-wash —- Kinnise pitbindeiesoacemietins 204, 100 204, 100 0 
Engineering and design_ = = 30, 000 | 30, 000 0 
Supervision and administration.................--.----------- | 78, 400 | 78, 400 0 
ee Pe eb a oe 500, 000 | 500, 000 0 


{ i ' 


Revised completion schedule 





| 1959 budget | Revised estimate 


|---| 


June 1963_.._. June 1963. 
hy Do. 


Entire project - .__-- 
Le 





Location.—The project is located on the south shore of Lake Pontchartrain, in 
Jefferson Parish, La., and extends from the Orleans Parish Line to the St. Charles 
Parish Line. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act approved May 15, 1928, as amended. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.86 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

| Federal cost 





| | 

Estimated Federal cost___.---- bhi lcs Rial slip taal nis asin shaman eens... 
EE EE SI no cnn eenecnenencossipiw sein tdnnwesnees ea 3, 130, 000 oc goes 

Cash contribution_.........-..-_- ee aioe wkancscha saat. sin Re ect oat 

Other costs_- * ; en snerenennnennne-----| 2, 080, 000 | iadieetia dln ieee 
Total estimated project cost.._........----...--- a ae tae PTE Dike bnn ctee anda ee 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 a eee aS Ree Son coats BENE foeren en sicuseoe 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_- - .-- Sibimicothdcenseuaeseseabiaes SD icon dasaiibevees 
Appropriations to date. _-.-. TR RE Sy PRES 2, 740, 000 56 
Appropriations requested for fiscal yes ar 1950 ok hdc ncrsedic ial ainag de ons 500, 000 | 66 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_-.._.-_-- senna etanpwislenedel di 1, 650, 000 bes siecliaiio so 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 10 feet (Lakeshore levees), 8 feet (levees along Jefferson- 
Orleans and Jefferson-St. Charles Parish lines). 
Length: 10.2 miles (lakeshore levees), 7.2 miles (parish line levees). 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 





P ann} Completion 
| complete schedule 


— aad —— 


RESP a eee eee badicedheaenaen bwtinek weld | 49 | June 1968. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Destructive tides in Lake Pontchartrain occurred in the 1901 and 1915 hurri- 
cane and were repeated in the 1947 hurricane. Since 1920, commercial, industrial, 
and residential development in the city of New Orleans has progressed steadily 
with a very rapid growth since 1940. This growth extended lakeward into 
reclaimed marshland and into the adjacent Jefferson Parish. During the hurricane 
of September 1947 excessive tides overtopped the Jefferson Parish lakeshore levees 
over much of their length and inundated the highly developed urban area of 
Metairie as well as pasture and other lands. This overtopping of the levees 
weakened them with the result that the crown elevation was reduced and a total 
length of 42,000 feet was crevassed or eroded away. Residential sections as far 
as 24 miles from the lake were flooded to depths ranging up to 8 feet. Of the 50 
square mile area in Jefferson Parish lying between Take ontchartrain and the 
Mississippi River, 39 square miles were inundated. The three pumping stations 
which normally remove the interior drainage were flooded and rendered inopera- 
tive, as were the parish incinerator and sewage-disposal plant, creating a serious 
health hazard. he Moisant International Airport was flooded and closed, 
urban busline operations interrupted, public schools made inoperable, stocks of 
many mercantile establishments suffered water damage and livestock of many 
dairy and poultry farms were destroyed. Two thousand homes were damaged, 
800 families evacuated, and home furnishings, automobiles, and personal effects 
damaged or destroyed. The present population of the area is in excess of 80,000 
and the assessed evaluation exceeds $38 million. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied as follows: 


Re BR SOIREE... 5 itd catprae anc an wae 2b ident amen 0 
Continue: 
Enlargement item A-3, Jefferson Parish-St. Charles Parish line 
NE ine secctreeyi Lin eat ig ea hd deat ee Ata $187, 500 
Shaping lake shore levee to grade and section and construction 
Ur WAvewals PFOUNIMS.. . «5 = 5 Sees eh in ecee te ie 204, 100 
Engineering and design___.___.-_-_---_- sic cnag gratis ci ape: adeiedan a cease elo mee 30, 000 
Supervision and administration___-- ~~~ _---- it tases Bhar eae cice) SEO 
ONE. Ba acc. co bib Sal fk Sa ea A besa a S Kacdle ne dane 500, 000 


Non-Federal costs—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $3,130,000, broken down as follows: 


Cee SOR s Sass ois eigenen Rnd ataeknenm cares $1, 050, 000 
Lands, easements and rights-of-way__._.........------.--------- 310, 000 
Rehabilitation of drainage facilities. ......................------ 1, 500, 000 
SS SOND a. i on ie tina celss nid ead ddpc den agnaxcau 120, 000 
Utility alteration and building removal__._.............--------- 150, 000 

ROOM si te doen wdc ncainwsbl tem eee ae Caen 3, 130, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual maintenance cost to local interests is estimated to be 
$130,000. 

Status of local cooperation.— Assurances of local cooperation were furnished for 
this project as follows: 

(a) Board of Commissioners, Pontchartrain Levee District by resolutions 
adopted on May 22, 1948, and February 3, 1953. 

(b) Board of commissioners of the 4th Jefferson Drainage District by resolu- 
tion adopted on January 9, 1953. 

Local interests have completed the enlargement of approximately 45 miles of 
drainage canals; rehabilitated 4 pumping stations and have contributed $910,000 
of the required cash contribution. Local interests are meeting their obligations 
as required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,890,000 is an increase of $110,000 over the latest estimate $4,780,000 submitted 
to Congress. This increase is due to higher price levels. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 
























































Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Levees and flood walls __........-.....---- $5, 297, 500 | $2, 460,300 $386, 600 $957,100 | $1, 493, 500 
*Engineering and design -.._.........-- 214, 400 89, 700 34, 500 30, 60, 200 
Supervision and administration. -. ~~... 428, 100 221, 100 32, 200 78, 400 96, 400 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contribution)...._| 5,940,000 | 2,771, 100 453,300 | 1,065, 500 1, 650, 100 
Pern Oi ik wii ch on nn wn bien sscctinc NS cabin Sicttinind) Riningth app nb iigiamtmanh be 
ee SONOS WOUB 2a ks a csoac ene ssc, 5, 940, 000 2,771, 100 453, 300 1, 065, 500 1, 650, 100 
Peeing edirntments 5. oi os. skeet: asl. ee BS ee ade 
tt ciinmdimacateyntinkmeinns 5, 940, 000 2, 771, 100 453, 300 1, 065, 500 1, 650, 100 
Neen enna ee ee nal ticonwas teamed +124,100 | +238,400 | —362,500 |__.__.____- : 
Ns eI OID iis ids crest trina sila ocup dle ssnkes 2, 895, 200 691, 700 703, 000 1, 650, 100 
FEDERAL FUNDS rm iar oo 
Total applied cost (Federal funds only)....| 4,890,000 | -2,026, 100 148,300 | 1,065, 500 1, 650, 100 
Nn. he tL. sccicnamdelaecbnsoneaee EIN Lnciy cota o dethithiewdkaied salinacesdaaaienabeats 
eee cree ottt....................- 4, 890, 000 2, 026, 100 148, 300 1, 065, 500 1, 650, 100 
I ent hoe See Ue Pease So oes ane coo neba 
UN, etic cles ctucitwsesabocd 4, 890, 000 2, 026, 100 148, 300 1, 065, FOO 1, 650, 100 
SE  euakmlseavieambeneaee +124,100 | +238,400 | ~—362,500 {......._._.- 
Total obligations. ................._- 2, 150, 200 386, 700 tk, eee ee 
NON-FEDERAL FUNDS 
Total costs (non-Federal contribution) ..... 1, 050, 000 745, 000 O06 OR Bis ct. hea 
Undistributed cost. -..............-...--. nile None |----.-- ichtipancareieebseeeeetethe 
‘een puesect cost... .=..--..<.<..-. 1, 050, 000 745, 000 eee.) ee 
ne ee lg cacueas ON Fi al Oe ha Te Rs a 
re 2 cei 1, 050, 000 745, 000 COR GeO Gas hos asthicks sed 
Neen ene eT eee eee ee ee RS aa 
Talal obfigations.._.................|.........-. 745,000 | 305,000 |.........-..|..-------- 
METHOD OF FINANCING i. 
Federal costs: 
I iene | 4,890,000 | 2,189,900 550, 000 
a Cee SEY 2. ROOD, occcncnccusnslwedececdsudulseinnesosguelatoenenecass 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_}.........-.-|-....----.-- 39, 700 
Total funds available for obligation _| pide cieethedbanck! 589, 7 
Appropriation required_..........-.. Read ojala alti bail tsi nen etimadan { 
Non-Federal costs: | rates z 
de ek | 1,050,000 910, 000 BOR GOD fic culksceed 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_|.........-.-|---..---..-.. 165, 000 |------------ 
Total available for obligation. .......|........-...]_-.......-.- 305, 000 | 
CPOE SINE 6 ec comnncnccaldacecenddadgl dubicblasiieddibhasekineas: 
' 
MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up “Maintenance,” for which $16 million 


is requested. 


(The pages referred to follow:) 


We will insert pages 127 through 132. 


JUSTIFICATION OF EsTIMATE 


4. Maintenance 


The work to be accomplished under this category consists of operation and 
ordinary maintenance and rehabilitation of major features of the comprehensive 


project and revision of alluvial valley maps and navigation charts. 


The tentative 


allocations are based upon presently estimated requirements on recurring annual 
expenses and known and anticipated needs for maintenance and rehabilitation. 
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The recurring and normal needs are based upon experience and actual requirements 
over a 10-year period. However, the actual expenditures may vary considerably 
from these tentative allocations depending upon the weather, river stages, and 
unpredictable developments in channel conditions that may obtain during the 
fiscal year. 

For levees, funds will be used for condition and operation studies; surveys, 
gages and observations; foreshore protection of levees against wave wash; con- 
struction of levee setbacks; and major restoration of levees damaged by heavy 
rains and wave wash to place the levees in condition so that they can be adequately 
maintained by local interests. The amount requested includes funds for mainte- 
nance of the Bonnet Carre spillway which forms part of the main-line levee above 
New Orleans. 

For channel improvement, funds will be used to maintain 370 miles of revet- 
ment; provide for maintenance dredging of the 9 by 300-foot channel from Cairo, 
Ill., to Baton Rouge, La; condition and operation studies; maintenance of regular 
discharge stations and gages; and repairs to revetment failures and the reinforce- 
ment of areas weakened by heavy attack of river currents during high river stages. 
Immediate repairs to the damaged and weakened areas are necessary to prevent 
additional failure which would result in higher costs if deferred. As additional 
revetment is constructed each year, the annual maintenance requirements will 
be increased also. An additional 26.7 miles were constructed in fiscal year 1957. 
Maintenance dredging includes the necessary patrol of the channel to locate 
shoaling in the formative stages. There are some 100 crossings in the river where 
shoaling may occur and constant surveillance must be maintained to assure un- 
interrupted navigation on the river. Rehabilitation consists of dredzing at those 
locations where shoaling has occurred and inadequate channel dimensions prevail. 

For mapping, funds will be used to revise and publish 26 quadrangle maps which 
were completed about 20 years ago. Up-to-date maps are required for planning 
and estimating purposes on flood control and navigation works and for engineering 
studies in connection with channel maintenance and revetment construction. 

For the St. Francis Basin, funds will be used for maintenance of Wappapello 
Reservoir; for condition and operation studies; gages and discharge observations; 
flood fight planning and liaison work in the entire basin; and for rehabilitation of 
two recently constructed levee items which have been damaged by heavy rains. 

For lower White River, funds will be used for condition and operation studies; 
gages and discharge observations; flood fight planning and liaison work; and 
rehabilitation of one recently enlarged levee item which has been damaged by 
heavy rains. 

For lower Arkansas River, funds will be used for condition and operation studies 
and for rehabilitation of the levees where heavy rains have so badly eroded the 
slopes that local interests cannot maintain them. 

For Tensas Basin, funds will be used for condition and operation studies and 
rehabilitation of levees at scattered locations where sod has failed to grow and the 
slopes have been eroded by rainwash. 

For Yazoo Basin, funds will be used for operation and maintenance of four 
reservoirs; pumping plants.and drainage structures at Greenwood, Yazoo City, 
and along the main stem; for condition and operation studies; maintenance of the 
toe drainage systems on Enid, Grenada, and Arkabutla Dams, including cleaning 
relief wells; enlarging spillway outlet channel at Arkabutla Reservoir to prevent 
excessive tailwater stages and damage to wing walls; dewatering stilling basin 
and rehabilitation of pressure relief wells at Enid Reservoir; restoration of rain- 
washed levees at Yazoo City and Greenwood; maintenance of weirs, channels, and 
levees on the lower auxiliary channel; removal of drift from channels of Coldwater, 
Tallahatchie, Yazoo, Yalobusha, Little Tallahatchie and Yocona Rivers and 
Cassidy and Bobo Bayou; and maintaining existing public-use launching ramps 
in a safe and usable condition. 

For lower Red River, maintenance funds will be used for condition and opera- 
tion studies; gages and discharge observations; and restoration of deteriorated 
dike systems and one item of revetment which protect the south bank levees 
from destruction by caving banks. 

For Atchafalaya Basin, maintenance funds will be used on 7 locks and large 
floodgates, the Morganza structure, 5 lesser structures, and their service facilities; 
condition and operation studies; gages and discharge observations; repair of 
levee protection works; restoration of Atchafalaya Basin protection levees where 
subsidence has occurred and the top of levee is below grade; and maintenance of 
the lower reaches of the Atchafalaya navigation channel. 


For Bayou Cocodrie and tributaries, funds will be used for gages and discharge 
observations. 
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Mr. Taser. I want to call attention to some things there, Mr. 
Chairman. 

You have $16 million being paid out of the Treasury year after year 
on maintenance here. I don’t know how much of that there is that 
should be given a chance, but it seems we have to study that situation 
pretty carefully. 

I would like to have the general tell us just how we can justify 
spending all that money for maintenance of these projects. 

Mr. Cannon. General Carter? 

General Carter. The maintenance program as set forth in this 
budget is to maintain the works which under the laws of the United 
States the Corps of Engineers are responsible for maintaining. 

As a matter of fact, this project, this $16 million for this project, 
is approximately the same thing we had before although additional 
items have been completed and additional work has been required. 

The maintenance of this project is maintenance of a project, a very 
large project, involving the whole operation of the Mississippi River 
and its tributaries. It includes navigation and flood control main- 
tenance, maintenance of dredging for navigation, maintenance of the 
revetments along the river to keep it in the channel where we finally 
have it, and it 1s returning in savings and transportation and flood 
damage prevented many, many times this figure every year. 

I feel we have reviewed our maintenance very carefully and frankly 
are having extreme difficulty in carrying out our responsibilities with 
the $16 million. 

Mr. Taser. I wonder whether these people who are getting the 
benefit of this sort of thing should not make local contributions on a 
lot of it. I speak of the revetments and the dredging propositions, 
especially where they involve maintenance of this highly productive 
land which is put into cultivation and that sort of thing. 

General Carter. It would be practically impossible to form any 
local maintenance organization which could take over the maintenance 
of a project this size. 

This project already has had about $1 billion expended on it, and 
it reaches into the whole heart of the Mississippi Valley. 

There are many local maintenance responsibilities, maintenance of 
the levees, for example, and that maintenance is generally extremely 
good, as is maintenance of other features. 

Revetment work along the river, and the like, it would be very 
difficult if not impossible to develop a local agency to assume mainte- 
nance responsibility. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I do think, Mr. Chairman, as a result of this dis- 
cussion we have had these past few days perhaps this subcommittee 
should put certain recommendations in our report relative to local 
contributions. 

With regard to this particular maintenance item I would have to be 
entirely on the side of the Army engineers, because here they do have 
approximately $1 billion worth of property which they have to take 
care of. They have to maintain it or they would be criticized severely. 

I personally believe we spent a little too small an amount of money 
to take good care of the property. 

I do think, Mr. Jensen, we should ask the proper committees in the 
Congress to study this overall question of doing something legally in 
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a way of contributions by either States, drainage districts, and the 
ce. 

Mr. JEnsFN. I agree. 

You know we put language in the report last year calling attention 
to the fact that this committee would not look with favor on projects 
of a local beneficial character unless there were substantial local con- 
tributions. 

I might say to the Army engineers that this thing has been growing 
for a number of years, and members of this committee have felt very 
keenly that there was too little local participation im many of these 
projects. 

However, I certainly agree that this committee should make some 
recommendations of a very definite nature to the Legislative Com- 
mittee on Public Works so that in the future we will not be up against 
the situation we are here. 

There is no law that this Congress makes which cannot be amended 
or repealed. We can amend a law any time the Congress sees fit to 
do so in order to correct a certain situation. 

I agree that it is our responsibility to do something about this. Of 
course, the Army engineers will comply with the law. They are 
doing that today. 

General, there is no onus that we are unloading on you here. This 
is merely a condition which exists for which you are not. responsible. 

I might say, however, there might be times when you fellows get 
bighearted and say to the folks that are considering a project, “Oh, 
yes, this can be taken care of. There will be no local assessment 
against you folks and we can kind of help you out here and there as 
we go along.” 

I presume you are a little guilty of doing that. That is human 
nature. 

General Carter. I can speak only for myself, sir, and I have not 
been guilty of doing any such thing. 

Mr. JENSEN. I am glad to hear that. 

Mr. Evins. It might be pointed out a little on the other side. 

General ItscHner testified at the opening of these hearings that 
there was an $84 million backlog of maintenance work that needed 
to be done, and he pointed out that this would be a very good time 
to do some of this maintenance work because of the employment 
situation and also in order to protect the Federal investment. 

I am happy Mr. Andersen and I are again in agreement on this. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Would you not suggest it would be a good thing 
to transfer this money set aside for recreational purposes over into 
maintenance? 

Mr. Evins. I certainly believe there is need for additional mainte- 
nance work at this time. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I agree. 
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LOWER MISSISSIPPI DRAINAGE AREA 
WITNESSES 


MAJ. GEN. W. A. CARTER, PRESIDENT, MISSISSIPPI RIVER COM- 


MISSION, AND DIVISION ENGINEER, LOWER MISSISSIPPI VALLEY 
DIVISION 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. Mississippi drainage area, general investigations, 
$25,000. We will insert page 133 here. 
(The page referred to follows:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies —The amount of $25,000 is requested for completion of 
1 report during fiscal year 1959. 


Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 


Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
LOUISIANA 
Bayous Terrebonne, Caillou, and Dularge-__..-- $35, 000 $10, 000 $25, 000 0 
he dsia’ Ger aeeknsionioe stain ansnretaieciniianaaiiaai 35, 000 10, 000 25, 000 0 
Gre SURE SS ccs eden tod odes 35, 000 10, 000 25, 000 0 


Mr. Cannon. No questions. 


ConsTRUCTION, GENERAL 
CONSTRUCTION 
PLAQUEMINE-MORGAN CITY ROUTE, GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, LA. 


We will pass on to construction. Let us take up the project of the 
Plaquemine-Morgan City route, $6.5 million. Insert pages 135-a 
through 142. 


(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


PLAQUEMINE-MorGan City ALTERNATE Rovuts, Gur INTRACOASTAL 
Waterway, La. 


(Continuing) 
SNS CEU SS nn eck te ca sdboueiwe dbase ated stellen $3, 800, 000 
TE VINO GUNINN en dos Sea sxwsceweeit eee. 6, 500, 000 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 








1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continué construction of relocation of Louisiana State High- 
way No. | (old State Highway No. 168) at Port Allen Bridge $500, 000 $1, 055, 000 $555, 000 
Continue construction of the relocation of T. & P. Ry. at 
Ne I I i onde Son ci ph ah Sseucsubacvadabaceckias 475, 000 475, 000 0 
Continue construction of guide walls and locks. a 2, 472, 600 4, 045, 600 1, 573, 000 
Continue supply contract for furnishing and installing ‘Stiff 
epee week. ee 40, 000 40, 000 0 
— ve supply, ‘euteaa for furnishing and installing gates, 
and operating machinery for locks ._...........--- 100, 000 100, 000 0 
Inttinte dredging waterway utilizing spoil to increase base 
width of protection levees, station 1285-1545 (other costs of 
$540,000 to be borne by Atchafalaya Basin) ..............._-- 0 370, 000 370, 000 
pO ea Se eee ee eee 6, 000 6, 000 0 
Supervision and administration.................- EL PES aaaton 206, 400 408, 400 202, 000 
3, 800, 000 6, 500, 000 2, 700, 000 


Revised completion schedule 





| 1959 budget Revised estimate 

Entire et ee ed June 1962__..___._- | June 1961. 
Relocation: a 

State Highway No. 1 (old State Highway No. 168)___......_.| December 1961._._| June 1960. 

Highway, vicinity Indian Village and Port Allen Bridges... raed March 1961.......-. March 1961. 

Texas & Pacific Railroad, Port Allen and bridge_...._..._....| March 1960.__..._..| March 1960. 

Texas & Pacific Railroad ‘at Morley and bridge.__........-_- September 1957....| Sertember 1957. 

Power, telephone, telegraph, and pipelines.................-- October 1960-..__- a 1961. 

0 


Channel enlargement and extension POD BE. .conacnca Do. 


ee ntibabecboamenbeonaeeh | March 1961__.._..- 


Location.—Channel from the Mississippi Atchafalaya section of the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway, in the vicinity of Morgan City, via the borrow pit of the East 
Atchafalaya protection levee to and through Bayou Sorrel lock and the present 
waterway to Indian Village, and thence by way of a new land cut to the Missis- 
sippi River near Port Allen, opposite the lower limit of the Port of Baton Rouge, a 
distance of 65 miles. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1:71 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 















Accumulated 
percent of 
Amount estimated 
Federal cost 
EE a ae pad latches cecal Gls REE Picuntesscencacca 
sk i ota recorecmbasenssonmnguanpsb Fp OE Babb betdendewadioe 
Cash contribution. _-_-_- SNe vhadb dds tadiadiciennsohdthackebey SP intiidebidoccnsken 
es ndincwe mia dcep debe dba ahrdeintacmcim aise i SED Viidcascancasesans 
Total estimated project Ans ccdsderhnansin’ icricgrepian tins ieiimhiee’y Sk Ge Finebinduntdneee 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957. _......-..-. 6, 427, 000 |. set 4 a 
GS SOE SET BONDS one cca cnn c nn ccccnncccnwctwacnnnessesoene SEE 1kb¢niuensemhenane 
aa Ns. cchinneawen pannsneceatincenioetremauil 9, 737, 000 39 
meen re requested for fiscal year DR icc c-cnncamaadien ntaene 3, 800, 000 55 
nce to complete after fiscal year 1959. ...............-.....--.....-..-- SET Bo cnseneceecdcmte 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Channel enlargement, Morgan City to Indian Village, from 9 feet deep by 
100 feet wide to 12 feet deep by 125 feet wide, 46.2 ‘miles. 
Channel extension, Indian Village, mile 46.2 to Mississippi River near 
Port Allen, 12 feet deep by 125 feet wide, 18.8 miles. 
Locks: Port Allen lock (to Mississippi River), 84 feet wide by 1,200 feet long by 
14 feet deep; 47-foot maximum lift. 
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Percent Completion 








complete schedule 

Relocations: 

State Highway No. 1 (old State Highway No. 168) - ....-...-..--.----- 2 | December 1961. 

Highway eae Indian Village and Port Allen ne sega ei 0 | March 1961. 

Texas & Pacific R , Port Allen and bridge... J 10 | March 1960. 

Texas & Pacific RE "at Morley and bridge-.-- ail 100 | September 1957. 

Power, telephone, telegraph, and pipelines.....................-.--.--- 70 | October 1960. 
NE FAS BL ioc nocidinh <cingkhb benno paghydsldciatinnnnnatatigaleatMbegentnie i 18 | March 1961. 
Channel enlargement and extension. .-_.................-.---.----.-------- | 51 | June 1962. 
PRES FRI ea not cccnns coocen ccccdescnnnscnckonbincatissestiaansnngasubies | 31 Do. 





JUSTIFICATION 


The city of Baton Rouge, located opposite the authorized Port Allen lock on 
the Mississippi River, is the center of a rapidly growing industrial area with large 
natural resources. A considerable portion of the raw materials and finished 

roducts move to and from Baton Rouge by means of water transportation. 

aton Rouge is also a point of interchange for traffic originating in the Atchafalaya 
Basin and destined for upstream points. Industrial development in Baton Rouge 
increased from $286,101,000 in 1940 to $1 billion by February 1957. 

The existing route of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway from Morgan City to 
Baton Rouge passes through the town of Plaquemine and the Plaquemine lock. 
The Plaquemine lock, built in 1909, is grossly inadequate in size for modern tow- 
ing equipment. A modern tow is slightly over 50 feet wide and about 1,200 feet 
long, whereas the Plaquemine lock is only 260 feet long by 55 feet wide. The 
channel through the town of Plaquemine is very crooked, and hazardous to navi- 
gation due to bridges located over the sharp turns. Modern tows have to break 
up before reaching Plaquemine lock and pass their barges through the town and 
lock one at a time. The time consumed in passing this lock and waterway is 
very costly, due to the high operating costs of modern tows. For this reason, the 
large to’ s find it more economical to go by way of Harvey lock at New Orleans, 
which is 151 miles longe Furthermore, Plaquemine lock must be closed to traffic 
when tke Mississippi Nicer stage reaches 38 feet. 

Despite the difficulties encountered in using the present lock and waterway, 
traffic through the existing Plaquemine lock has averaged about 2,025,711 tons 
during the 5-year period 1951-55 and amounted to 2,367,801 tons in 1956. It is 
estimated that, upon completion, over 5 million tons will pass through the Port, 
Allen lock, the additional tonnage being immediately diverted from the longer 
route via New Orleans. It is estimated that the average annual traffie which 
will develop over the 50-year life of the project is 7 million tons, principally crude 
oil and petroleum products, chemicals, sulfur, iron and steel, and dry products. 

The Port Allen lock is justified on the need for a lock capable of accommodating 
modern tows and traffic requirements. The benefits result from savings obtained 
by eliminating the longer distance by way of Harvey lock and the time lost in 
passing the inadequate Plaquemine lock. 


Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $3,800,000 will be applied to the 
following: 


Initiate supply contract for furnishing and installing gates, bulkhead, 





and operating machinety for eer... 02 eo cadet cknenaene $100, 000 

Continue construction of relocation of Louisiana State Highway No. 1 
(old State Highway No. 168) at Port Allen Bridge_______________ 500, 000 

Continue construction of the relocation of Texas & Pacifie RR. at 
ee ROE NWO ciicernt iad tics Ra Cabin a oes odin awn amenns 475, 000 
Continue construction of guide walls and lock______....___._.____- 2, 472, 600 

Continue supply contact for furnishing and installing stiff-leg derrick 
6 aww inn ang nd op mgs ts sutra pcan Solin gto Dim SS a 40, 000 
SUNNNEEY GUNG QUININE 00 icinsreasnddetedesbh~nvaeepiswheusana> 6, 000 
DPS VENNR ORG CRNA... os nn ctnaaccsniwtion Seneewaesis 206, 400 
TE. nwknbnasientandtdndimaie dean dima ena a ae 3, 800, 000 


The early completion of this waterway is desirable to permit existing and 
anticipated traffic to take advantage of the savings in mileage and transportation 
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costs and permit use of the rapidly developing industrial area and its facilities at 
the upper terminus of the waterway. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation, as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the Port 
Allen lock and canal, is $2,249,600, consisting of the cost of a vertical-lift bridge 
over Louisiana Highway No. 77 (formerly Louisiana State Highway No. 65) near 
Indian Village and payments for lands and damages. In addition, local interests 
are required to maintain and operate the vertical-lift bridge over Louisiana High- 
way No. 77 near Indian Village, maintain a 4-lane fixed bridge over Louisiana 
Highway No. 1 (old Louisiana State Highway No. 168) at Port Allen, and maintain 
and operate the Texas & Pacific bridges at Morley and Port Allen, all at an esti- 
mated annual cost of $63,000. 

In addition, the Greater Baton Rouge Port Commission has initiated construc- 
tion of terminal and transfer facilities at and in the vicinity of Port Allen at an esti- 
mated cost of $12,500,000. They have completed a grain elevator and dock, 
costing $7 million. A molasses terminal, costing approximately $750,000, was 
completed in November 1955. General cargo docks, 1,400 feet long with super- 
structures, a water system, fire-extinguishing system, and connecting railroads, 
roads, and other utilities costing $4,750,000 were completed in December 1956. 
In addition, bulk cargo-handling facilities, estimated to cost about $3 million, are 
to be constructed when needed. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Greater Baton Rouge Port Commission fur- 
nished assurances of local cooperation by a resolution dated December 6, 1954, 
to convey to the United States all lands and easements required, bear the cost of 
alteration or replacement of existing highway bridges and utility crossings and 
maintain and operate them, and provide adequate terminal and transfer facilities. 
The Department of Highways, State of Louisiana, furnished assurances by resolu- 
tion adopted on August 11, 1954, that it would maintain and operate the highway 
bridges and alter or enlarge existing State highway bridges across the canal. 
The United States is required to enter into contracts for relocating railroads, 
highways, and utilities which will be altered in the new cut. The port commission 
has acquired approximately 99 percent of the rights-of-way required for the entire 
project. The local agencies have initiated action for modification of an existing 
highway, and arrangements have been made for relocation of existing facilities. 

(All rights-of-way required by the Corps of Engineers for fiseal year 1958 con- 
struction and construction scheduled in fiscal year 1959 have been acquired and 
are available.) All rights-of-way for utility relocations by the United States 
have been made available by the port commission. 

Highway rights-of-way acquisition is underway by the Louisiana Department 
of Highways. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$27,100,000 is a decrease of $100,000 from the latest estimate of $27,200,000 sub- 
mitted to Congress. A $43,200 increase is due to higher price levels. A $1,- 
028,000 increase in relocations and channels, and a $3,175,000 decrease in the 
lock are the result of actual bids received and a $296,000 decrease is the result 
of reanalysis of requirements for engineering and design and supervision and ad- 
ministration including provision for contribution to the retirement fund. The 
reductions enumerated above were offset by a net increase of $2,300,000 to pro- 
vide for a four-lane bridge on Highway No. 1 (formerly Highway 168) as pro- 
vided for in Public Law 85-167 approved August 26, 1957. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 





Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Re CCRNG sess ins oo ncn nctotiuhitiede ts $6, 351, 200 | $1, 212, 600 $733, 300 $975, 000 $3, 430, 300 
SARS eden cnt gine ob cde Sign baie Dadsebdecd 14, 456,600 | 1,205,000 | 3,027,400 | 2,612, 600 7, 611, 600 
CORI has isbn cng bees een 3, 957,800 | 1,633, 200 GBT, POD Ninian scds<s 1, 787, 300 
Buildings, grounds and utilities. ........_- 19, 100 19, 100 |..... I I sk i re 
Engineering and design..................-- 833, 800 736, 800 85, 000 6, 000 “6, 000 
Supervision and administration. .........- 1, 481, 500 290, 400 256, 500 206, 400 728, 200 
Total applied costs (Federal funds 

2 Lain naind altaehenbibaasnnanaes 27,100,000 | 5,097,100 | 4,639,500 | . 3,800,000 | 13, 563, 400 


Undistributed costs_......-- 


Eph atte wkd None 
Total project costs (Federal funds 


OS ie gk ee oe 27,100,000 | 5,097,100 | 4,639,500 | 3,800,000 | 13, 563, 400 

es WII 5a ns Fh odds Se ccaceacke None |..-- ~---| a= sie in nick Bie 

Total cost. ..............._-....-..--| 27,100,000 | 5,097,100 | 4,639,500 | 3,800,000 | 13, 563, 400 
GRIT OIG CRG ia 6 sii i cde eas _...-| +832, 900 —832, 900 





Total obligations. _.........--..-----]._--__--- _.| 5,980,000 | 3,806,600 | 3,800,000 | 13, 563, 400 


METHOD OF FINANCING 








RE Diin - :dintindsAserinccheenn sauce oeseetas oat & OCR COST 3 Sa ee toe See 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_..._|-........--- — 525, 000 None | = eed 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_..._|......-.---- ‘ 496, 600 |------------ 
Total funds available for obligation__|__._._____- 6, 426, 600 | 3,806, 600 | |. ¢ 
SEO ORTIIIIS COCUINOG ono ie anid Bn cn 56s Ioccatanetcy | etnies Pots nae 3, 800, 000 ere 13, 563, 400 








Mr. Cannon. There are no questions. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER-GULF OUTLET, LA. 


Mr. Cannon. We will pass on to Mississippi River Gulf outlet, 
$3,500,000. Insert 143-a through 149. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


MississtpP1 River-GuLF OUTLET 


(Continuing) 
EERIE CRO sis ase eink ass aS = A Milan psks ee eget aa $2, 500, 000 
PE Missa oon te vitae a wn, AP eek bk Oeeatied aon be ee 3, 500, 000 
incrense ig: budnet estimehe.. occa nich ocd coktnd ake pokes 1, 000, 000 


The increase will be applied as foliows: 














| 1959 budget | Revised | Increase 
| estimate | 
| 
| 
Complete dredging of full channel from inner harbor naviga- 
tion canal to station 130 | $1,318,000 | $1, 318, 000 | 0 
Initiate and complete contract for dredging of full channel from 
Station 130 to vicinity of Paris Rd...........-.-.----.--.-- | 859, 000 1, 789, 000 | $930, 000 
Engineering and design. .... 2. .........s-s00- Lise iallcesanveliane + 198, 700 | 198, 700 | 0 
Supervision and administration_..._-.-..---_- 124, 300 194, 300 | 70, 000 


s — 
Wee sadstnwehscattthes iccsen cb oebkednibesee 2, 500, 000. 3, 500, 000 1, 000, 000 
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Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget Revised estimate 
lis iniitingw estes teeedsin-nk sunrgrbantusadena steed June 19€9..........| June 1967. 
ee bridge, Louisiana Highway No. 47 (Paris Rd.)_......| June 1963_.........| June 1963. 
annels: 
36- by 250-foot interim channel (adequate for oceangoing | June 1965.......__- Do. 
ships) from inner harbor navigation canal to Gulf of Mexico. 
~ by ems inner harbor navigation canal to Chandeleur | June 1968........_.| June 1966. 
slands. 
38- by 600-foot eased entrance channel in Gulf of Mexico. ___- June 1969._........| June 1967. 
36- by 1,000- by 2,000-foot turning basin, vicinity Paris Rd.__| June 1965____- ...| June 1963. 
Jetty: Stone jetty at gulf entrance, vicinity Chandeleur Islands... ail ite mn aba kien Do. 
Dike: Shell and stone-retention dike in Chandeleur Sound... _. June 1969_.........] June 1967, 


Location and description.—The project is located in the southeastern portion of 
Louisiana east of the Mississippi River. It is essentially a deep-draft seaway canal 
extending for approximately 76 miles in a southeasterly direction from the city 
of New Orleans to the Gulf of Mexico. The plan of improvement provides for a 
36- by 500-foot channel, protective dikes and jetties, a turning basin, and a 
highway bridge. Also provided for, when economically justified, is a new lock 
in the vicinity of Meraux, La., with suitable connecting channel, or the replace- 
ment of the existing lock at the entrance to the Mississippi River. 

Authorization.—Public Law 455, 84th Congress, 2d session, approved March 29, 
1956, House Document 245, 82d Congress, Ist session. 

Benefit-cost ratio. —1.44 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cst eee 


Estimated non-Federal cost-.- - - Jodie 2, 300, 000 |___.. 
Cash contributions - . Oia estauvell OA can 
Other ests 7 ; 2, 300, 000 
Total estimated project e st : went 98, 200, 000 | 
Appropriati ns to June 30, 1957 325, 000 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 1, 000, 000 
Appropriations to date ie 1, 325, 000 1 
Appropriations requested for fiseal year 1959 ; 2, 500, 000 | 4 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 : | 92,075,000 | 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Channel, 36 feet deep by 500 feet wide from inner harbor navigation canal to 
Chandeleur Islands: 69 miles. 
Eased entrance channel, from Chandeleur Islands to 38-foot depth in Gulf 
of Mexico: 7 miles. 
Turning basin, vicinity Paris Road, 36 feet deep by 1,000 feet wide and 2,000 
feet long. 
Jetties: Stone jetties on willow pole mattress, at gulf entrance vicinity of Chande- 
leur Islands; 1.25 miles long each side of ¢ hannel. 
Dike: Shell and stone retention dike in Chandeleur Sound; 26.9 miles long. 
Bridge: Movable vehicular bridge at Louisiana Highway No. 47 (Paris Road). 








wan er 


: 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 





Percent Completion 





complete schedule 
Reet Bridge, Davis Highway No. 47 (Paris Road)_...............- 0 | June 1963. 
annels: 
36 feet by 250 feet interim channel (adequate for oceangoing ships) from 0 | June 1965. 
inner harbor navigation canal to Gulf of Mexico. 

36 feet by 500 feet, inner harbor navigation canal to Chandeleur Islands- 0 | June 1968. 

38 feet by 600 feet, eased entrance channel in Gulf of Mexico____._.___- 0 | June 1969, 

36 feet by 1,000 feet by 2,000 feet turning basin, vicinity Paris Road_-._--- 0 | June 1965. 
Jetties: Stone jetty at gulf entrance, vicinity Chandeleur Islands. -._._..__- 0 Do. 
Dike: Shell and stone retention dike in Chandeleur Sound. ___.........._- 0 | June 1969. 
ING FOE, Soc ncn ccnnpacdcbccdccenenstatdenbascactkusaonatcnmdngsantonda 0 Do. 





JUSTIFICATION 


New Orleans is the gateway to the. great system of inland waterways of the 
central valley of the Nation. Adequate outlets to the Gulf of Mexico are essential 
to provide economical transportation to this area. The project will provide an 
additional outlet to the gulf via a shorter route than the existing river route 
and one which will not be subject to large fluctuations in the stages of the river. 
The improvement will provide a tidewater outlet and harbor sufficiently spacious 
for dispersion of docks and cargo-handling facilities, thus permitting flexible 
operation of the inland and seagoing commerce which will utilize the river, the 
tidewater canal and the Intracoastal Waterway. The project will provide 
savings in sailing time and ship turnaround time, reduce navigation hazards 
and offer relief from congestion. 

Commerce of the port of New Orleans has grown from about 7.5 million tons 
in 1916 to about 47 million tons in 1955. The increase from 1954 to 1955 was 
about 7 million tons. Public terminals extending over 74 miles, together with 
the industrial developments and privately owned wharfage, have practically 
exhausted the available east bank river front as well as the inner harbor space. 
The present wharfage space is already inadequate for existing traffic and with 
the expected continued growth the situation will soon be critical. 

Fiscal year 1959——The requested amount of $2,500,000 will be applied to the 
following: 


Complete dredging of full channel from inner harbor navigation 

canal to station 130__._______- EA RET re Ane ae $1, 318, 000 
Initiate contract for dredging of full channel from station 130 to 

Waeeeees OF T Okir SOOUEn oe oe ce anc one Soebeeree wena er 859, 000 
Engineering and design __- wke oak au ee ee ee wale opal noe kee 198, 700 
Supervision and administration: ..-- = =. 2226S SS min 124, 300 





sence ee Te eeee em Pieshe) alate xc ds oa 2, 500, 000 
The work to be performed in fiscal year 1959 will complete a useful unit of the 
project and will permit local interests to initiate work on the harbor facilities. 

Non-Federal costs—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $2,300,000 for furnishing the required 
rights-of-way. Local interests are required to operate and maintain the highway 
bridge to be built by the Government and provide or modify and maintain all 
necessary utility and other highway bridges or relocations that may be required. 
It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance operation and 
replacement will total $40,000. In addition, local interests are required to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate terminal facilities commensurate with requirements 
of the expanded port. The cost of these facilities are estimated by local interests 
to be $66 million. The local people appear to be willing and able to carry out 
their part of the project. 

In keeping the port facilities abreast of development, the port authorities con- 
structed and opened to use in 1923 a lock and inner harbor navigation canal pro- 
viding 64 miles of additional 30-foot draft dockage space at a cost of $25 million. 
Since 1952, the port commission has spent an additional $30 million in modernizing 
the terminal facilities of the port. 

Status of local cooperation—On December 10, 1956, the Governor of the State of 
Louisiana designated the Board of Commissioners of the Port of New Orleans as 
the cooperating agency for this project. Assurances of local cooperation were 
furnished by the Board of Commissioners of the Port of New Orleans on April 4, 

25230—58—pt. 2——_-40 


Total. ...- 
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1957, and approved by the Chief of Engineers on August 20, 1957. Requirements 
for rights-of-way and spoil disposal areas were furnished the local agency in March 
1957. It is anticipated that the rights-of-way and spoil areas will be made avail- 
able early in calendar year 1958. Inner harbor navigation canal and Paris Road; 
and prior to June 30, 1958, for the remainder of the project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$95,900,000 is an increase of $3,900,000 over the latest approved estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress ($92 million). An increase of $4,443,600 due to higher price 
levels was partially offset by a $543,600 net decrease due to reanalysis of require- 
ments for supervision and administration including contributions to the retire- 
ment fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 





Feature | Project cost} June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 

| estimate 1957 | 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

sad wiem guaiaiwsint HR ONE Ek chan caunecll cies Kaen = $5, 660, 000 
Channels and canals.- ANS ee Page Pe $540, 000 | $1,657,000 | 50, 783, 000 
Breakwaters and seawalls.__.___________- 30, 500, 000 |... Ye ee, ica Busey 30, 500, 000 
Engineering and design--..--__- Sica 910, 000 $290, 300 375, 500 198, 700 45, 500 
Supervision and administration _ ...--| 5,850,000 14, 200 55, 000 124, 300 5, 656, 500 


| 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 























only) i dendaes oats 95, 900, 000 304, 500 ——— 1, 980,000 | 92,645, 000 
OR y= apenas eiicealetskaki As natalia ae PROG SE dccneutese~ Grddaskacben' ae 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
YAS ETE ee ep eens 95, 900, 000 304, 500 970,500 | 1,980,000 | 92,645, 000 
Pending adjustments.............--.---.- abies BNO Ti oiiash wb nchced eae ebook eoctae 
Total cost (Federal funds only) ____- 95, 900, 000 304, 500 970, 500 1, 980,000 | 92,645, 000 
Undelivered orders. ............-.----- Ri id lune ods +300 —300 | +570, 000 —570, 000 
Total obligations__............-- sn - ___ 34, 800 0 | ee 200 2, 550, 000 93, 300, 000 








METHOD OF FINANCING (FEDERAL FUNDS) | | aa 























er ee oo. ewanbeeade SED: PSR Rndeisttiton ges h oan dcccasscs 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956......|...-..-.-.-- None PONT csi tien a tebaevtemees 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_.....|....--..---- None 20, 200 MRD Web onctemene« 
Total funds available for obligation.._|_.........-- 325, 000 1, 020, 200 t aes i 
= =| SSS ee |= ee 

Appropriation required__............]...-.--.---- | -—enenewe | cakes 2, 500,000 | 92,075, 000 


STATUS OF PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. The Senate inserted construction funds for this 
project last year. What is the status of the work on the project at 
this time, General Carter? 

General Carrer. This project has been started. The contract has 
been let for the funds which were approved last year, and the local 
interests have acquired the necessary right-of-way and have begun 
some work of their own in the initial area at the point where the new 
outlet takes off from the present industrial canal or intracoastal 
waterway. 

Mr. Cannon. Is it not apparent that you need all of the money 
requested. Can you use it all in 1959? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. We have zero as an unobligated 
balance and zero as an unexpended balance as of the 30th of June 
this year. We will require this money. 

’ You will notice that our revised estimate increased this project by 
a’substantial amount to carry out the work in the first portion of the 
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project in the vicinity of the first bridge. That would make a usable 
increment to this project. 


This is a straight dredging project and we should have no problem 
there. 


Mr. Cannon. There is no surplus above actual requirements? 
General Carter. No, sir. 


AmitE River ANnp TrisputTaries, LOUISIANA 


Mr. Cannon. The Amite River and tributaries, $725,000. We 
will insert pages 150—a through 158. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Amite River AND TripuTariges, LOUISIANA 























(Continuing) 
MORAN COCAINE ik ence ssn nS se vag ent i ee ee $600, 000 
i NEE ith st en Blade nachos aeatacomleen lh wien at casein eeepc ne 725, 000 
-pResense- in Dbuliest cstimeat®..c i. <6 5c Se oss bce dkacee Sema 125, 000 
The increase will be i d as follows: 
. cg ’ j= at } i 
| 1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete diversion channel, station 170+-00 to 306+00, Petit | 
Amite River to Blind River aaiiioa $68, 700 $68, 700 0 
Continue real estate expense, rights-of-way negotie ations ___- | 100 100 0 
Continue diversion channel, stations 3064-00 to 559+-00, Petit | 
Amite River to Blind River | 466, 100 466, 100 0 
Initiation of continuing contract, for improvement of Amite | 
River as aiabatind 6 117, COO $117, 000 
Engineering and design EGE OLS SOPOT 7, 000 7, 000 0 
Supervision and administration = 58, 100 66, 100 8, 000 
Total. __. a eee I | 600, 000 725, 000 125, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimated 
— — ee a — ee ee _ | 
Federal work: 
Entire project _- : eae September 1961....| June 1960. 
Diversion channel, Amite River to Blind River (0+00-559+- | June 1960_....._-_- Do. 
00). 
Amite River from mile 25.3 to mile 35.75 etelinaee ae September 1961_._- Do. 
Amite River from mile 35.75 to mile 54- ..| March 1961....._- Do. 
Amite River weir,.mile 25.3___- .| June 1958..........| September 1958. 
Bayou Manchac from mouth to Ward Creek (mile 0-8.4) . October 1960. ...-- December 1959. 
Non-Federal work: j i 
Entire project. - | June 1961__._- ‘ June 1961. 
Diversi: m channel, Amite River to Blind River (24+-00-170-+- June 1960_..._- ; June 1960. 
00). | 
CEO SEECOE, ORO CoN noice wecttetondecenet tinenreaseee June ih rnr--rsI June 1961. 





Location.—The project is located in Ascension, Livingston, and East Baton 
Rouge Parishes in southeastern Louisiana. It extends from a point east of Baton 
Rouge on the Comite River approximately 10 miles upstream from United States 
Highway 190, downstream to the Amite River to Blind River thence to Lake 
Maurepas. 

Authorization.—Public Law 274, 84th Congress, approved. 

Benefit-cost ratio —1.54 to 1. 








626 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
en on idceemebinorenieecnsrenenndsulieendseeei Geb Be BOW Nadctiddscsencane 
en vans angie aandimasacieeeas DEE Idntindssuhitesnen 
Cash contributions or construction work-..................--.......---- ‘| sf ee ae 
IN eRe Uh dod ehh cnde cbind<canspiadsnnindsncdhntndeauancbidied TE by ccadideosecdseue 
es an nadie diag emnegeéshacagandicecstuaghosdnnaieusals GEE Paudecdikocencascs 
SR IDS BOE vo cw cpn cas ccpescacdecsnsampyaabnquerebesese DT iikiiak ise xips cas 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_..................-..--....----..--..--- 5 ME Godin donck ate nse 
TT EE ae ae ee a eee 1, 337, 000 43 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__......-..-..---.-..---------- 600, 000 62 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. ..................----...--.--.-. me ee a ee 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Amite River and Bayou Manchac area: 
Diversion channel from Amite River to Blind River, 150 feet wide, 
26 feet to 30 feet deep, 10 miles long. 
Amite River from mile 25.3 to mile 35.75, enlarge and realine channel, 
165 feet wide, 10.45 miles long. 
Amite River trom mile 35.75 to mile 54.0, intermittent clearing and 
snagging. 
Bayou Manchac from mouth to Ward Creek, mile 8.4, clearing and 
snagging, 8.4 miles. 
No work is required on Blind River. 
Comite River area: Comite River from mouth to mile 10.0, enlarge and 
realine channel, 60 feet wide, 20 feet to 25 feet deep, 10 miles long. 
Flood control and diversion structure, Amite River and Bayou Manchac area: 
Amite River, mile 25.3: Construct weir, 1,500 feet long, crest stabilized with 
gravel blanket. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 








Percent Completion 
complete | schedule 
Disa | 
Federal work: | 
Diversion channel Amite River to Blind River (0+00—559+-00)______- 16 | June 1969. 
Amite River from mile 25.3 to mile 35.75____............-.-.---..------ 0 | September 1961. 
Amite River from mile 35.75 to mile 54.0___._....-.-...-.------..-.-.-- 0 | March 1961. 
Amite River Weir, mile 25.3 | 0 | June 1958. 
Bayou Manchac from mouth to Ward Creek (mile 0.0—8.4) __.__ eternal 0 | October 1960. 
Non-Federal work: 
Diversion channel Amite River to Blind River a 1704-00) _ ___ ._} 3 | | June 1960. 


Pemine ewer tits OGD.) a oo ncn nkutcbekacecdecocamanc | 0 | June 1961, 





JUSTIFICATION 


The project will reduce headwater flooding in the lower Amite River and 
backwater flooding on the major tributaries of the Amite River. The rapid 
runoff on the upper Amite River produces damaging backwater flooding along 
Bayou Manchac, a tributary of the Amite River, which drains lower portions 
of Baton Rouge, the capital of Louisiana. Backwater on the Comite River 
another tributary, produces flooding on Cypress Bayou and Hurricane Creeks, 
which drain the upper portion of Baton Rouge. Flood damages in the Amite 
and Comite River area consist of crop and pasture lands, physical damages to 
residences, other building equipment, livestock and highways. Estimated 
damage resulting from the May 1953 flood totaled $777,000, consisting of $134,000 
to crop and pasture, $603, 000 for other physical damages, and $40,000 indirect 
damages. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $600,000 will be applied to: 
Continue: 


Real-estate expense, rights-of-way negotiations_...........-.-- $100 
IN CUE QE iti o < Kaplan sod ccsnucsacceons 7, 000 
Sugervidion aad admmistration.......... 2... 6.2.50. 62.55. 255 58, 100 

Diversion channel stations 306+ 00 to 559+-00, Petite Amite River 
a ie 466, 100 

Complete: Diversion channel, station 170+00 to 306+00, Petite 
Rants Tevet ta Tiind Mivthe wo bccd se 28k eo bee 68, 700 
io 6 i in ce es ct dR ieee cn ea 600, 000 


Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $1,752,500 broken down as 
follows: 


EARS BING CONDRBUD Si dn. 2 oni cininins ss ds oh lie deena $186, 100 
Relocations: 
dnan wenapadcedecnuame ohueeeine oa Se eae ee 443, 600 
PMNORS «oot oh ct Ss 2 0s Os ae eee 120, 300 


Construction work: ! Amite and Comite Rivers and Bayou Manchec. 1, 002, 500 


‘i. Se A ee ee sy ee 1, 752, 500 


1 The authorizing act provides that local interests contribute in cash or equivalent construction work, 
as approved by the Chief of Engineers, based on a share of the construction costs proportional to land 
enhancement benefits as follows: (1) For Amite River and Bayou Manchac area, a contribution of 24.7 
percent of the actual construction costs; (2) For Comite River area, a contribution of 18.6 percent of the 
actual construction costs. Local interests have chosen to perform work equivalent to their share of the cost. 

Local interests are required to maintain the project upon completion. The annual cost for maintenance 
is estimated at $12,800. 


Status of local cooperation.—Assurances have been furnished and accepted from 
the following local cooperating agencies: 

Ascension Parish Police Jury by resolution dated September 25, 1956. 

Livingston Parish Police Jury by resolution dated July 28, 1956. 

Parish Council of East Baton Rouge Parish, La., by resolution dated August 
8, 1956. 

State of Louisiana, Department of Public Works, by letter October 24, 
1956. 

The Department of Public Works, State of Louisiana, proposes to perform cer- 
tain work in lieu of the cash contribution provided for in the act of Congress 
approved August 9, 1955. All work performed by the department of public 
works will be credited against the required cash contribution. 

Local cooperating agencies have all rights-of-way for the diversion channel. 
Rights-of-way for the remaining features of the project are being acquired. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current estimate of $3,127,500 is a 
decrease of $152,500 over the latest estimate ($3,280,000) submitted to Congress. 
The decrease is due to application of current unit prices as determined from bids 
on similar work, reduction of contingencies based on advancement of design, 
and reanalysis of the requirements for engineering and design and supervision and 
administration. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Feature 


(1) 


Total project: 
Channels and canals_.__-___- 
Flood control and diversion structure... 
Engineering and design...._.__...__.- 
Supervision and administration 


Total project cost 


Federal funds: 
Channels and canals...----- 
Flood control and diversion structure _- 
Engineering and design_______- : 
Supervision and administration _ 


Total Federal cost_.......-......--- 
Non-Federal contribution (equivalent 
work): 


Channels or canals_--______-- 
Flood control and diversion structure 
Engineering and design_- 

Supervision and administration 


Total 


non-Federal constriction 


equivalent to cash contribution___|} 


Total nse cost aenenee and 
Federa 


non- 


Total project cost_.........-- 
Pending adjustments___...............-.-- 
Total cost_......_-. Paty te Rr 
Undelivered orders_.__.......- Jawekibatnd ; 


Total obligations___...........--- 4 


Total applied cost (Federal funds only) __.- 
Undistributed cost_...........-..--.-.---- 
Total project cost_..........- 
Pending adjustments___...............---- 
a 
Undelivered orders.._........- 


Total obligations. .................-- 
Total applied cost (non-Federal) 
Undistributed cost_-.___- 


Total project cost 
Pending adjustments 


Totel cost............ 
Undelivered orders 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


I ee enn 
a 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956. .-_-- 
Unobligated carryover from prior year--_- 


Total available for obligations 


Appropriations required 

























































































Total to Current. | Budget fis- | Balance to 
Project cost} June 30, fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
$3, 594, 100 $300 | $1,090, 200 | $1,034,400 | $1, 469, 200 
56, 400 |_...-____- Oe Oe tn hee nm on 
81, 100 52, 700 11, 000 “9, 000 8, 400 
398, 400 7, 100 124, 900 92) 100 174, 300 
4, 130, 000 60,100 | 1,282,500 | 1,135, 500 1, 651, 900 
2, 706, 100 300 942, 500 710, 400 | 1,052, 900 
61. 700 39, 000 9, 000 7, 000 6, 700 
303, 300 5, 700 109, 100 58, 100 139, 400 
3, 127, 500 45,000 | 1,117,000} 775, 500 1, 190, 000 
ROE. conic. 147,7 324, 000 416, 300 
~~" 49, 400 amt 2,000} 2,000 1, 700 
95, 100 1, 400 15, 800 34, 000 43, 900 
1, 002, 500 15, 100 165, 500 360, 000 _461, 900 
4, 130, 000 60,100 | 1,282,500 | 1, 135, 500 1, 651, 900 
ta a ; 
4, 130, 000 60,100 | 1,282,500 | 1,135, 500 1, 651, 900 
| en eben w Peano tit bt a sdaealees 
4, 130, 000 60,100 | 1,282,500 | 1,135, 500 1, 651, 900 
None | +127, 500 13,000 | —114, 500 |__ : 
J thn 187, 600 | 1,269,500 | 1,021. 000. of, 651, 900 
3,127,500 | 45,000| 1,117,000| 775,500 | 1, 190,000 
.eryetry None 18 eine ‘ 
3, 127, 500 45,000 | 1,117,000 775, 500 1, 190, 000 
ted ? None y Lut Ciedauea és Jct 2552. 
3, 127, 500 45,000 | 1,117,000 775, 500 1, 190, 000 
Segue soae +127, 500 —13,000 | —114, 500 |___-- 
Sie eT 172,500 | 1, 104,000 661, 000 1, 190, 000 
1, 002, 500 15,100 | 165,500 | 360,000 461, 900 
it owbeele POOO Madiike ls atic ccweudetabdlae ns Udehe 
1, 002, 500 15, 100 165, 500 360, 000 461, 900 
shmmelittad None ; nics Worms tucleteinte nail a aeteiilis deme cots 
1, 002, 500 15, 100 165, 500 360, 000 461, 900 
ae donate 15, 100 165, 500 360, 000 461, 900 
— rae | — 
ge ee Wee SS a eee 
Fuvded eed edie. nccal (7 U SOOUWe rl ana 
ae Sr ONT BO Boast debe eee =~ 
<idgh si AAEUS te aval etal sae 600,000 | 1, 190,000 
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Mr. AnpERSEN. Might I make a comment? Here is the kind of 
project I like to see, Mr. Chairman. The local people are putting up 
40 percent of the cost. 

My question is this as I see this: Do I notice that they will also 
maintain this project? 

General Carter. Yes. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Why can’t we do that with all these other projects? 
If this project can be operated this way why not on the others, Yazoo 
Basin, for example? 

Do you have the authority under law to make an agreement with 
these people relative to maintenance? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. This project was authorized in Public 
Law 274 of the 84th Congress. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.54 to 1. 

The local people are making a contribution because of the local 
nature of the drainage which is to provide drainage for the back end 
of the city of Baton Rouge. 

Mr. Cannon. You consider that a wholesome arrangement? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. “Operation and maintenance,” $4,442,900. Insert 
pages 159 through 162. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1959 


1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $4,260,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on 5 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the navigation channels and harbors and anchorages of coastal 
harbors and waterways by means of dredging, repair, and operation of naviga- 
tion structures; periodic inspections and surveys to determine conditions of the 
projects for programing purposes and providing navigation interests with ade- 
quate information on existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the laws 
adopting river and harbor projects. 
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(b) Locks, dams, and canals.—The budget estimate of $182,000 provides the 
minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements of 4 projects, 
essential channel dredging and rehabilitation work. The amount requested, 
recurring annually, is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project 
facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day funce- 
tioning of the project. Periodic requirement is indicated under “Remarks,” 
below. 

Obligations 





1959 (estimated) 


























} 
Fiscal | 
Fiscal year Recurring 
Project year 1958 maintenance Total, Remarks 
1957 (esti- 1-time fiscal 
mated) repairs year 
Annual) Peri- 
odie | 
Fi ke senentiomnpal ci Ni a No = er a Se 
| | 
LOUISIANA | | | 
| 
Bayou Teche.__._.._._. | $208, 483 | $98, 466 |$25, 000 |$76,000 |______. | $101,000 | Dredging. 
Bayou Teche and 3, 245 4,000 | 4,000} 8,000 |__...__- | 12,000 | Condition surveys. 
Vermilion River. | 
Mermentau River_____- | 64,966 | 78,900 | 82,000 j......_|...-.__. | 82, 000 
Intracoastal Waterway, 1, 995 Se tthe ccek 2, 000 
Franklin to Mer- | | 
mentau River. 

Total, locks, SURES OG BOB back colcdécncacbiventttes 197,000 | Includes an estimated 
dams, and $15,000 unobligated 
canals. balance brought 

| | forward. 

Total naviga- 14, 510, 467 |4, 225, 165 Fee ea ; in 512, 000 | Includes an estimated 
tion. $70,000 unobligated 

| | | balance brought 
| | forward. 
| | 





2. Flood conirol 

(a) Reservoirs.—None. 

(b) Other (including channel-improvement projects, miscellaneous items, and 
inspections).—The budget estimate of $900 provides for inspection of completed 
works during the budget year. 
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Obligations 
1959 (estimated) 
Fiscal 
Fiscal year Recurring 
Project year 1958 maintenance Total Remarks 
1957 (esti- 1-time fiscal 
mated) repairs year 
Annual) Peri- 1959 
odic 
MISSISSIPPI 
Homochitto River_-_.-_. $2, 000 OF. 008 loceic lis . c. tee ti leet 
Inspection of completed 894 951 9000 j........ ee best $900 
works. 
Other projects, mainte- 2, 894 1 Ol sei ..s Riididedulncweasan 900 
nance periodically. 
Total, flood con- 2, 804 1964 Lice i cceie MCT: 900 | 
trol. | | 
Grand total, lower '4, 513, 361 \4, 227, 116 Be aed Reade. Sem + 900 | Includes an estimated 
Mississippi B asin. $70,000 unobligated 
| balance brought 
| forward, 
Less unobligated bal- {__.......- ii iatinded Ti EE Be _.-«----| —70, 000 
ance brought forward 
from fiscal year 1958. 
—_—__ | a | SS 
Appropriation |__......_- I  acsimiechsalad aitincncta Aubin tens 14, 442, 900 
request, fiscal 
year 1959. | 

















Q 


3. Multiple-purpose projects 

None. 

Mr. Cannon. This is General Carter’s first appearance as Chairman 
of the Mississippi River Commission. He has taken a difficult 
position and one which carries great responsibility. I would like to 
note, with the approval of the committee, that he is administering it 
with great efficiency and general satisfactron. 

Thank you, General Carter. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You stated that the general has a difficult position. 
He does. I would not want the general to feel that, just because of 
this friendly crossfire here today, we are criticizing him and his staff. 

I am criticizing the whole general layout, as brought into being by 
the Congress. I recognize, of course, the limitations, so far as General 
Carter and his staff are concerned. I think they are doing a good job. 

Mr. Kirwan. I would say a very good job. 

Mr. Cannon. General Carter welcomes the expressions of the 
committee here today, I am sure, and I am certain he will accept our 
cooperation under those terms. 

General Carter. Of course, sir. It has been a pleasure to be here 
with you. 
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Frmay, Apri 18, 1958. 
SOURIS AND RED BASIN 


WITNESS 


MAJ. GEN. L. J. RUMAGGI, NORTH CENTRAL DIVISION 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. The Souris and Red Drainage area will be considered 
next. We will insert page 3. 


(The page referred to follows :) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


1. Examinations and surveys 
(a) Navigution studies—None. 


(b) Flood-control studies—The amount of $14,300 is requested for continua- 
tion of 1 study during fiscal year 1959. 


| 
Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 


Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 


NORTH DAKOTA 





Construction, GENERAL 


CoNSTRUCTION 
RED RIVER OF THE NORTH, MINN. AND N. DAK; 


Mr. Cannon. We will pass on to “Construction, Red River of the 
North,” $500,000. We will insert pages 5a through 14. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Rep RIVER OF THE NorTH, MINN. AND N. DAK. 


(Continuing) 
Se . CURIE. aoe a3 oc ee eee $500, 000 
Biwi wate ten isi ort disci eis di idiedattai ipsa 500, 000 
Tnerease in budget entiinate lic toss eek sc ciidadtedin ens 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue construction Fargo unit............................. $462, 000 $462, 000 0 
Sy CE Ce oo iene tetas ceeds epanveneiananati 1,000 1,000 0 
Supervision and administration............................... 37, 000 37, 000 0 
DOU cidcktnctscsit nied 500, 000 500, 000 0 
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Revised completion schedule 


| 
1959 budget Revised estimate 


SSS | 

Orwell Reservoir and Dam (dam in operation)..............__-- October 1954... _. October 1954. 
Wild Rice, Marsh River unit............._.___. seaehleaiiaeaeteraaesedions June 1954_.........| June 1954. 
Otter Tail River unit............................................] September 1955....| September 1055. 


I aaa ee December 1957....| December 1957. 


ER OR a eae Se 8 Ta June 1958..........| June 1958. 
Sand Hill River unit....._...___. sues : caine meaitane ..| December 1957.._.| December 1957. 
Tee cae + eaocuiitehatiata Lucnndenimareasine June 1966_.........| June 1960. 

ren... ... ou enbhbpcatsahess cca tba.» kek March 1958........| Mareh 1958. 
ESE eae lll 





Location.—Improvements for local protection on the Rush River, a tributary 
of the Sheyenne River, on the Otter Tail, Wild Rice, Marsh, and Sand Hill 
Rivers, tributaries of the Red River and the Mustinka River, a tributary to the 
Bois de Sioux River in Minnesota; Fargo and Grand Forks in North Dakota; 
and a flood control and water conservation reservoir (Orwell site) on the Otter 
Tail River near Fergus Falls, Minn. 

Authorization.—1948 and 1950 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.71 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





' 
| Accumulated 
} Amount percent of 
| estimated 
| Federal cost 
! 
Estimated Federal cost...............--- esata tg eee | 
Estimated non-Federal cost -- - - 7 : 
Cash contribution._..........- Saeiesiah cntieceditiniesea cedreasdiar semua OI anges ahaa 
ence Suskk Riplegiiedtadadinebe pstaicicccasepasel ROGGE fessseccnccci&. 
Total estimated project cost... ___- are deh aie ene Si cok dadn-ecadeellich iden Abd I rn 
lk ee eee 4, 931, 000 
ss ds ene nabsindbahaadananas 0 
ss ceaewenmae ccaliepamctiided 4, 931, 85 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959............._- ardldickaecared 500, 000 94 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_............-...- 22-2 eee GE Redsdiicwccadesuen 


$5, 800, 000 |_..... , 
SGU GOS Foes caasccsch 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Orwell Dam: 
Dam: 
Type: Earth fill with concrete control works. 
Height: 47 feet. 
Length: 1,355 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Concrete, gated 
Capacity: Maximum, 20,400 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity : 
Aore-feet 
ia id a Pe ee ne Pe ee ae ene 13, 100 
III PIE nn ee ota We eee scwaleods 1, 000 


Channel improvements (Includes clearing, deepening, and widening, and in 
most cases, straightening) : Length, 131 miles. 
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Levees and flood walls 
Fargo Grand Forks 
EE OE HE Gon occ cq ynt naeinsntaseneinsuusemlennitin Bods ceaecmns 16 feet. 
ENON ono ot acl ici centcscenmesondenguerunel 3,550 feet. ........- 5,160 feet. 
DR OE WOR. 5 5 sik dsiktc inn dice nnstbddacccebbsavecudie None. -......- ; 8 feet. 
OO aa a re eR ae es a eae 770 feet. 
I ni inadgnsiteinnedamsaasoued sn oniptetame adie debapdl aidan er ee : 
Interceptors, storm sewers and outfalls.................-....--.- 2,700 feet.........- 4,075 feet 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 
Percent | Completion 
complete | schedule 











Orwell Reservoir and Dam oan in ear Sit eee eke nanad 100 | October 1954. 
Wild Rice-Marsh River unit 100 | June 1954. 


Otter Tail River unit_............-- ps akan wikcad adil aelbie ad Seale i a 100 | September 1955. 
PI DERI BB io ann sn tishnknme quis snienisatasinetesibieniimaia- al 100 | December 1957. 
BT ER att ncdncninecscccnes nies Diack sake Shea ----| 98 | June 1958. 
Sand Hill River unit - - catedtdcecuecadsbcast Sey seatnasccadieetall 100 | December 1957. 
Fargo unit_-._-.._-- ea jest casei cn laa dies aaa 0 | June 1960. 
Sn PIII COIN sec a> cs sn senicncs Sucpebepeeaintiae tomes aseleinaadadieseanetiaameeldamaehiamaie sate 99 | March 1958, 


Entire project _-___.- va telin taco othe Lab ied a DEE AOM 82 | June 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a basinwide flood-control and water-utilization project in east- 
ern North Dakota and northwestern Minnesota involving the Red River of the 
North and its tributaries. The troublesome water problems in the basin are 
prolonged flooding of large areas of rich agricultural land and several large 
industrial urban areas, and lack of sufficient water of suitable quality for water 
supplies in both urban and rural areas and for pollution abatement during 
periods of low flow. Seven major floods have occurred since 1881, the most recent 
being the extensively damaging floods in the springs of 1950 and 1952. Construc- 
tion of the project will alleviate these critical conditions, and by storing flood 
flows will provide increased low flows for water supply and pollution abatement. 

Damage from the 1950 flooding in Grand Forks amounted to over $600,000. 
Grand Forks is a major population area in northeastern North Dakota and 
serves as a major distributing center for a large consuming region. It is in 
the center of important agricultural areas, is a transportation hub, and has food- 
processing and many other industries. Damage from flooding at Fargo, N. Dak., 
from the Red River has also been serious in recent years, the most recent 
being in the spring of 1952. Flood losses in the 1952 flood amounted to over 
$900,000. Fargo is the center of a large trade area having several important 
food-processing and other industries, as well as a large wholesale and retail 
business. A large hospital is also affected by flooding almost annually. Agri- 
cultural and urban areas adjacent to proposed improvements at other loca- 
tions have also suffered considerable damage. 

Fiseal year 1959.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied to: 


Continge constructiedl: Farge Wi. <node sk ce ed $462, 000 
NTN Wa as ia aaa Ri cs Ricci ceca 1, 000 
Os GTS OCI a onic eictlineninintneditn eae 37, 000 


The $500,000 requested for fiscal year 1959 is required for orderly progress 
of construction. These funds will permit continuation of the improvements at 
Fargo, N. Dak., and will bring this unit of the project to about 66 percent 
completion. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the active units of the authorized project is estimated at $1,960,000 
broken down as follows: 


OI iia senting coher eda itech etn acca haope ace cae neice scant $924, 000 
Spm GE PUNE ING a a ss on psd dlrs eed 1, 036, 000 
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Local interests are required to maintain and operate the several units upon 
their completion, except for Orwell Reservoir. The annual cost for maintenance 
and operation is estimated at $45,600. 

Status of local cooperation.—The requirements of local cooperation have been 
complied with for all units except Fargo. Assurances for Fargo have been 
approved and local interests are in the process of acquiring necessary lands. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.——The current Federal cost estimate 
of $5,800,000 is a decrease of $6,500,000 from the latest estimate submitted to 
Congress, $12,300.00 (July 1955 base). Of this decrease, $5,267,000 is due to 
reclassification of several units of the project to “inactive” and “deferred for 
restudy” categories. The balance of the reduction ($1,233,000) results from 
Savings based on further design, favorable bids, and reduction in contingencies 
as work has progressed and been completed on active units. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Fqer ct Cee a deal, 

| Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 | 1959 after fiscal 


| | year 1959 


(1) po ae te: ree (6) 





Orwell Reservoir and dam unit: | | | 

















Lands and damages. .-.---- sane | $178,900 $178, 000 Sea is ce actus katate tele 
Relocations..............- aad 32, 200 | 32, 200 | an ee mane 
Reservoirs--.---- 5 homie’ 39, 800 39, 800 | = i 
| ee | 1,227,500 | 1,227, 500 | aahshite 
Roads : ee ; | 15, 800 15, 800 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities..__._._| 33, 700 33, 700 : Sg he ae ie ae 
Engineering and design..............-.. | 184, 700 | 181, 600 | ED Benne cten ae 
Supervision and administration... ..-. 180, 300 180, 000 300 15.2... saad. 2s ‘ 
Subtotal, Orwell Reservoir. .-.....-.- | (1,892, 000)| (1, 888, 600) | (3, 400) | 
Wild Rice-Marsh River unit: 
Channels-_--- “ a 258, 000 258, 000 oe om 
Flood way control and diversion-....--| 14, 200 14, 200 Fae . 
Engineering and design palebel 77, 900 77. 000 | 900 | Patel ones eelddus 
Supervision and administration ---.__ ‘ 55, 900 55, 800 100 | ay 
Subtotal, Wild Rice-Marsh....-.....|  (406,000)} (405. 000) (1, 000) : 
einai on apie = Ratan sepne Toupee a i ‘ 
Otter Tail River unit: | | 
SD nie 8 oh eainienn cane aashaes 128, 000 | RID Boe anises dsc sl ase papetpadetpacenagqncue 
Engineering and design_..........-.- | 28, 900 28, 500 tee ig ee ee ce et as 
Supervision and administration - -..---| 18, 100 | 18, 000 WO fi... ied. pbivJcdice 
ied ahetiiraireeelidi eel hcg tinnsts Sansa hccimaterentersiesl tieteenieentcileietees 
Subtotal, Otter Tail River_.........| (175,000) (174, 500) | (500) | yt Ne | 
Mustinka River unit: 
NOON. i583 acs esis scenes -| 3, 400 | 3, 400 |....- waht ~ nation Leite anes} « 
0 Oe a ee oneal 310, 700 | 299, 700 REE  lelnain cocatsaeatea tadMinitieaent 
Engineering and design.............-- 76, 800 | 70, 800 GOD toe ee cece celbaeeth senne 
Supervision and administration_-_._._--} 53, 100 50, 500 ROH. 12523... DR LASJEoL 
Subtotal, Mustinka River_.........- | (444,000)} (424, 400)} (19, 600)}...-.-.-.-._]_--.----...- 
Rush River unit: 
ING ADE le alec nnn nncsevncss | 164,800 | 161, 500 Dt deshnnerlinst qrenetes 
Engineering and design...............-| 41, 400 | 40, 300 | Re Taatiateosienivavtbaabtanteniaip ss 
Supervision and administration --_----_- | 26, 800 | 25, 800 BBG00 Vencstcancadelsctasdedocce 
cna lhacaldaagieniigesned edna iihdtiiiaaiiaiiasil Aiapinaniamidiepaaiae sindiedies thle 
Subtotal, Rush River. -..........-- (233, 000) (227, 600) | (5, 400) | 


Sand Hill River unit: 





Dd wcnsduswentdctachaocwevnn 6, 100 | Cae Acewcs 
I ee 399, 100 | 365, 600 | 
Engineering and design__.............. | 93, 900 | 90, 100 | 





Supervision and administration _____.- 50, 900 | 46, 700 | 
| 
| 





Subtotal, Sand Hill River_.......-- (550, 000) (508, 500) 


| (41, 500) |__- 





| 
























































Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959—Continued 
Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Fargo unit: 
EE eS ES 2 ee Gaus, Gee 1222 SAS $60, 000 $112, 000 $123, 000 
TO a i a il i eee LG icctieecovccsn 50, 000 175, 000 125, 000 
RE a enemas pI Bc rep etic’: 175, 000 107, 200 
Engineering and design_.-............- 118, 900 $95, 900 21, 000 1,000 1,000 
Supervision and administration __..._- 99, 900 11, 300 18, 600 37, 600 33, 000 
—_——_—— — } — 
Gubbetel, Fevge - <5 sscasasesca.ics (1, 146, oR (107, 200) (149, 600) | (500, 000) (389, 200) 
Grand Forks unit: " A Le FER srw. 
LATS GG GOMAGOR. oo.6-.20556scuae 71, 000 64, 300 ee Binks ctisediretiiaienies ieee 
Ra a eae eee 3, 000 3, 000 |..--- : mahi 
Levees and flood walls__._..----_-_. des 518, 900 336, 400 NOD inh onc eden 
PRE BENGE, on0nncccecanansoha ; 112. 000 110, 200 i 800 amen 
Engineering and design ---_- stiis 151, 000 148, 100 UE ta ccnoncabnilawewhiawnan = 
Supervision and administration __.---- 98, 100 81, 600 16, 500 ‘ 
Subtotal, Grand Forks..-........--..- (954, 000) | (743, 600) (210, , 400)| 
Total applied cost..........-....---------- ~ §,800,000 | 4,479,400} 431,400 | 500,000 389, 200 
Undistributed cost........--- dehulled a Sate) Ditty ental ‘ 2 , 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
only) os psajgcie-aincnendeaiealle 5, 800, 000 4, 479, 400 431, 400 500, 000 7” 200 
Pending adjustments..........-.s.ccecacace- iol aie : Feo ; 
Total cost (Federal funds only)-_..... 5, 800,000 | 4,479. 400 431, 400 500, 000 389, 200 
MIO VOROG OFGGES« o cocccccccascudascnasu 10, 500 9, 500 —20, 000 
Total obligations...........-....---- | 4, 489, 900 410, 900 500, 000 369, 200 
METHOD OF FINANCING L ee re 7 ye 
Appropriations. ____- ail |-- Seg Das be COOK OUP bin asec hanna ttdiged.-b ies 
Permanent transfers since June 30, 1956 co onl oes, SS g eae 
Unobligated carryover prior year_ tie lll: wth eet GORD ticind Sete ceeeten 
Total funds available for obligation ...- sane ¥ = s one 440, 900 7 eine jana onilata 
Appropriation required_.............-.-... pir asl be © neice "500, 000 369, 200 











Mr. Cannon. General Rumaggi, the justifications here indicate that 
local cooperation requirements on the Fargo unit have not yet been 


complied with. 


That is a matter we have discussed a couple times in 


the last day or so. What is the situation there as to local cooperation 
and compliance with previous arrangements ? 

General Rumacer. We had assurances about a year ago, Mr. Can- 
non, that the city of Fargo would have little or no difficulty i in ac- 
quiring the rights-of-way ‘through the city of Moorehead, Minn., for 
cutoff channels for this improvement. 

At the moment, however, there have been some difficulties which 


have arisen. 


We might have to go into condemnation in order to 


get the lands that are needed to carry this project through to 


completion. 
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Fray, Aprrit 18, 1958. 
MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 
WITNESSES 


MAJ. GEN. G. E. GALLOWAY, MISSOURI RIVER DIVISION 

LT. COL. J. A. VIVIAN, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS, NORTH- 
WESTERN DIVISION 

WENDELL E. JOHNSON, CHIEF, ENGINEERING DIVISION, MISSOURI 
RIVER DIVISION 

MORRIS BECKER, CHIEF, PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT BRANCH, MIS- 
SOURI RIVER DIVISION 


Mr. Cannon. General Galloway, we will take up the consideration 
of the Missouri Basin area. 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Under General Investigations you are requesting $102,800. We will 
insert pages 3 and 4. 
(The pages referred to follows:) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


1. Examinations and surveys 

(a) Navigation studies.—None. 

(b) Flood-control studies—-The amount of $102,800 is requested for prose- 
cution of 7 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit completion 
of 1 report and progress on 6 others. Tentative allocations by studies follows: 


Total esti- Allocation | Tentative a Additional 
Study mated priorto | allocation | to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year | fiscal year after fiscal 
| 1959 1959 year 1959 
COLORADO | 
South Platte River $135, 000 | $35, 000 $20, 000 $80, 000 
! 
MISSOURI 
Lamine and Blackwater Rivers - - } 90, 000 78, 200 | 11, 800 0 
NEBRASKA | | 
j 
Nemaha-Little Nemaha Rivers, Nebr. and Kans_} 166, 700 | 110, 300 | 20, 000 36, 400 
Papillion Creek. doses aeieet 54, 600 | 23, 600 15, 000 | 16, 000 
Platte River__. ‘ weet 265, 000 201, 500 | 10, 000 | 53, 500 
NORTH DAKOTA } | 
| | 
James River, N. Dak. and S. Dak..: | 
Omaha district _.- - | 167, 100 | 140, 400 | 16, 000 | 10, 700 
Garrison district -....-.-. 46, 000 | 31, 000 | 10, 000 | 5, 000 
{| ________—__|__ pimiatienigale ionaeiatane 
ee 924, 400 | 620, 000 -. 102, 800 | 201, 600 
Grand total. sl 924, 400 | 620, 000 | 102,800 | 201, 600 
i j } 


Mr. Cannon. Unless there are some questions under “General in- 
vestigations” we will pass on to “Advance engineering and design.” 

Mr. Taser. Can you give us any explanation of the studies and 
their objectives as to these seven flood control projects, General Gal- 
loway ? 
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General Gattoway. The South Platte River in Colorado, sir, in- 
volves a study to determine the flood control situation in Colorado 
in the general vicinity of Denver, Colo., the area surrounding Denver 
and tributaries to the South Platte River in that general area. 

Since the last study was made there have been considerable develop- 
ments in that area and the situation is entirely changed. Certain areas 
which were undeveloped are now large industrial areas and certain 
solutions that we had previously devised for flood control problems 
no longer are feasible because they would involve inundating large 
industrial and home development areas. 

In Missouri, there is the Blackwater River and the Lamine River 
survey. ‘There is a great deal of interest in obtaining flood protection 
both on Davis Creek, and on the Lamine and Blackwater Rivers. At 
the present time we are exploring the possibility of obtaining that 
protection by channel improvements, by levees in the lower reaches, 
and by certain reservoirs in the upstream areas. 

I think we have five reservoirs now under consideration. 

In Nebraska, we have submitted a first interim report on the Little 
Nemaha River, and with the money which we hope to get in this 
budget, we will have the study approximately three-quarters complete. 

Papillion Creek is a study involving a difficult situation in an area 
around Omaha, Nebr. Parts of the city of Omaha have been flooded. 
Part of the area south of the city of Omaha, and areas in the west and 
southwest of Omaha have been flooded by Papillion Creek. 

We are working with the Soil Conservation Service trying to work 
out an integrated plan. 

The Platte River study involves work mostly on tributaries of the 
Platte, principally the Loup River, and Shell Creek, and Mud Creek 
near Columbus, Nebr. 

There again we are considering channel improvements and res- 
ervoirs. 

The James River is in North Dakota and South Dakota and the 
James River survey is divided into two parts because two engineer 
districts are handling it. The one in North Dakota is being handled 
by the Garrison district. That particular stream is one which has a 
small channel and very flat slopes. 

We are working with the Bureau of Reclamation to determine an 
approach for the flood control problem which will be feasible from 
an economic standpoint. 

If we do not find benefits other than we have seen so far, we will 
have no practical solution. We are working on that and we hope to 
come up with a solution to it. 

Mr. fase. Further questions ? 


ConstTRUCTION, GENERAL 
ApVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
MILFORD RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Mr. Cannon. Under “Advance engineering and design” you are 
asking $180,000 for the Milford Reservoir. 
We will insert pages 6 and 7. 


25230—58—pt. 2———41 
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(The pages referred to follow :) | 


Mitrorp RESERVOIR, KANs. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The dam site is located near Milford, Geary County, 
Kans., on the Republican River about 19 miles upstream from the junction of the 
Smoky Hill and Republican Rivers, which form the Kansas River near Junction 
City, Kans. Preliminary plans provide for an earth-fill dam with a concrete- 
gravity spillway section. The reservoir will store about 740,000 acre-feet—fiood 
control, 700,000; sedimentation reserve and conservation, 40,000 acre-feet. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benejit-cost ratio.—1.57 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


nN: PUI, ONG ini cd alee talbee beeen dome $41, 000, 000 
I rR I ated, = asicheecpsesss menace pants Gisimenetiiala 
I a 0 
a saad adeatiepeietinaatbnuaiadhas seeiilinancbtinia-aiagibar 0 
ener pete mreree Comes 82 a ee 41, 000, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate_...._.....--.--___-----_-- 410, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 19GR oun scene ee nnn nse 50, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959_.....-.___-..__--_._-_-__- 180, 000 


Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959 180, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is a unit of the authorized system of reservoirs to reduce flood 
flows in the Kansas River Basin, and, in turn, is an integral part of the compre- 
hensive flood protection plan for the Missouri River Basin. The Milford Reser- 
voir will control the runoff from 4,099 square miles of land in the Republican 
River Valley downstream from the Harlan County Reservoir. Control of runoff 
from the lower section of the Republican River valley is required to assure pro- 
tection of rich agricultural lands along the Kansas River and Missouri River 
downstream from the Kansas River. The partially completed project at the 
Kansas Citys, Mo. and Kans., and proposed works at Manhattan, Topeka, and 
Lawrence, Kans., and agricultural levees along the Missouri River downstream 
from Kansas City are predicated on the reduction in flood crests to be effected 
by the Milford and other Kansas River Basin Reservoirs. The Kansas Water 
Resources Board in a recent cooperative study of the Milford Reservoir project 
concurred in conclusions that control of the lower Republican River Basin by the 
Milford Reservoir is essential to any plan for flood control and water conserva- 
tion in the Kansas River Basin and indicated they desire maximum utilization 
of the reservoir storage for conservation uses. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal costs estimates.—Current estimated Federal cost of 
$41 million is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress; however, 
minor adjustments have been made between features within the overall estimate. 


Mr. Cannon. This is one of those projects put in by the Senate last 
year after the bill passed the House. 

Will you describe it for us briefly and explain the effect it will have 
on the flood control on the Kansas River ? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. This project is a unit of the author- 
ized system of reservoirs to help flood control in the Kansas River 
Basin and it is part of our whole comprehensive plan for the Missouri 
Basin. 

It will control runoff from approximately 4.000 square miles of land 
in the Republican River Valley downstream from the Harlan County 
Reservoir. 
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Control of runoff from the lower valley is necessary to get adequate 
rotection for the rich agricultural lands along the Kansas River and 
issouri River downstream from the Kansas River. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. You may resume, General. 

Mr. Anpersen. There was considerable loss of life at one time on 
the Republican River in connection with a flood, was there not? 

General Gatioway. Yes, sir. I recall from my knowledge of the 
situation that that was in the upper Republican rather than in the Mil- 
ford area. It was in the neighborhood of McCook, Nebr. In 1935, 
there was considerable loss of life there because of that flood. 

Mr. Taser. Is this proposed to be a dry dam ? 

General Gattoway. There is proposed to be in this reservoir a pool 
of 40,000 acre-feet for sedimentation reserve. It will not be a dry 
dam. 

Mr. Taser. The conservation part of it will all be paid for by the 
Federal Government ? 

General Gattoway. Where it is used for municipal water supply 
it would be paid by the municipalities which would be using it. If it 
is to be used for low-flow regulation of the river it will be a question 
of evaluating who should pay for it. That will be determined later 
as to whether local interests should pay or we. 

Mr. Taser. What about Tuttle Dam? Have you jumped away 
from the dry dam proposition there ¢ 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. We have a conservation pool in the 
Tuttle Creek Dam now. 

Mr. Cannon. You may complete your discussion of the Kansas 
River, General. 

General Gatioway. Sir, the partially completed project at the 
Kansas Citys and the proposed works at Manhattan, Topeka, and 
Lawrence, Kans. and the agricultural areas along the Missouri River 
downstream from Kansas City are predicated on the reduction in 
flood crest that we will obtain from Milford and the other reservoirs 
in the Kansas River Basin. 

In a recent cooperative study which we worked on with the Kansas 
Resources Board, the board concurred in conclusions that the control 
of the lower Republican River Basin by this Milford Reservoir was 
essential if we were to obtain the desired results of flood contro] fur- 
ther downstream. 

Mr. Cannon. Are you still showing the cost of relocation of the 
Union Pacific in your total estimates ? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir, we are showing that cost until such 
time as we determine how that matter will be handled. We were very 
lucky in the Tuttle Creek Reservoir relocation in arriving at a solu- 
tion which saved us considerable money. We hope to obtain a similar 
solution here. 


LOCAL PARTICIPATION IN COST OF CORPS’ PROJECTS 


Mr. Kirwan. In these few projects that I have here I have been 
checking the costs. I am up close to the billion dollar mark and all 
the amount of non-Federal moneys that come into this is $4,431,000. 
We have reached up close to the billion dollar mark now. 
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One little project in Iowa cost $3 million. A little project on the 
— River project cost $15 million and they are paying over $3 
million. 

: JensEN. Almost $4 million. That is in the Little Sioux River 
in my district. 

Mr. Kirwan. When I get over a few more projects it will amount 
‘to well over a billion dollars. Only $4 million of non-Federal expend- 
itauires are included here. 

Mr. Taser. You havea hard time finding it, don’t you? 

Mr. Kirwan. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. You speak of the Missouri River so far ? 

Mr. Krrwan. I speak of all of these projects. 

Mr. Jensen. In the Missouri River Basin we have what is known 
as a basinwide account. Revenues from power go into that account 
and revenues from municipal water users go into that account. All 
the revenues which are derived from the entire Missouri Valley Basin 
project go into a basinwide account. That money is recovered by the 
Treasury of the United States from which each year we appropriate 
money. 

Ae Wess I agree with you, Mr. Jensen. You take the power, 
the water, and many other things from those projects which go into 
the Treasury of the United States. 

Mr. Jensen. You are talking about the local budget ? 

Mr. Kirwan. What is worrying me here is the estimated non- 
Federal cost item of $4,000. The project is $11 million and I do not 
know where they ever dug up that $4,000 from. That is on the Mis- 
souri River and I cannot understand why they do not pay more. 

I am for every project in the United States and I will vote for 
them, and I will do everything I can, but we should have sort of a 
study to see what we are appropriating in comparison to the amount 
of local contributions. 


MUNICIPAL WATER CHARGES IN RECLAMATION PROJECTS 


Mr. Jensen. In line with that, Mr. Chairman, what do municipali- 
ties pay for water in the Missouri River Basin per thousand gallons 
or per acre-foot? 

General Gattoway. There is no case that I know of now where we 
are furnishing from the reservoir water for a municipality as such. 

Mr. Jensen. In the whole Missouri River Valley? 

Mr. Jonnson. None in the corps projects. 

Mr. Jensen. That is possible. 

General Gattoway. They are drawing their water from the river. 

Mr. Jensen. There are a number of them drawing water from the 
reclamation projects that I know of. 

General Gatioway. I could not tell you what rate they are charging 
for that. 

Mr. Jensen. I think we should ask the Bureau of Reclamation that 
question, Mr. Chairman. I think we should ascertain what the mu- 
nicipalities pay for the water that they take from any Federal proj- 
ect over the whole United States. I think we will find that there are 
great discrepancies in the rates that are paid. I am quite sure that 
you will find that the Bureau of Reclamation charges municipal 
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water users exactly double the amount that they charge irrigation 
water users. 

It still makes for very cheap water but there are some places 
where the municipal water users take water from Federal projects 
and pay almost exactly nothing. 

I think it would be well to find that out, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. At this point in the transcript, we will insert that 
information. 

General GatLoway. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows :) 


Municipal and Industrial Water Rates for Selected Reclamation Projects 


Rate per 
Project : acre-foot 
Cachuma project: Santa Barbara County Water Agency_____.------ $35. 00 
Central Valley project: 
Clie ak GRU NCU hick citing detec pitta rebennintlictd . 10.00 
Fresno County Water Works District No. 18_._-..--.----------- 20. 00 
Bi Doralle Intigation District. scons iene 20. 00 
Permeainianss WU a ae i ean ein emelmpenionl 9. 00 
Cp inde TIN iii tie Rewind aegis 9. 00 
Buckeye County. Water: Dilwtr ich iii tin tic etentem 20. 00 
Shasta Dam Area Public Utility District._._._._.._._..._.__-..---_ 20. 00 
Summit City Public Utility District._........_...............- 20. 00 
Chih 60: Deer is lh pacientes niacin aged 9. 00 
Contra Costa County Water District................._..._--_ 10. 00 
Ceara, Timi ra Ba tisk saivnitnin sacs tettlin tances 6. 50 
Kaganate Cire ainsi chattel itipceanitiingaanil 35. 00 
Missouri River Basin Project: 
Oe: I CI isk si ctcietenceinccie in ein teaguaiicendth nag een eee 15. 86 
City 66 DCRTOOR iin tii ch ieee beeen 29. 60 
CET ETO Wei caning eigicce cindivniptnae cane egies alain emeatia 9. 25 
Solano project: Solano County Flood Control and Water Conserva- 

CARD Re 6 deteissin ne ndhactaavenesinndsaeaeaabe cite tide tiie 15. 00 
Ventura project: Ventura River Municipal Water District__..______ 95. 00 
Washita Basin project: 

Fort Cobb Reservoir Master Conservancy District_._.__.._.__._.__.__ 35. 00 
Foss Reservoir Master Conservancy District__......__.._.....__ 51. 00 
Weber Basin project: Weber Basin Water Conservancy District_._... 16.50 


1Includes those projects with cost allocations to municipal water as prescribed by the 
Reclamation Project Act of 1939. Does not include incidental water deliveries for town 


use under Townsite Act of 1906 or miscellaneous water deliveries under Miscellaneous 
Water Act of 1920. 


PERRY RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Mr. Cannon. Perry Reservoir, $125,000. 
We will insert pages 8a and 9. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, ADVANCE BNGINEERING AND DESIGN, 
RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


PERRY RESERVOIR, KANS. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description —The dam site is located on the Delaware River about 
8 miles above the mouth in Jefferson County, Kans., and about 4.5 miles north of 
Perry, Kans. Preliminary plans provide for an earth-fill dam, an outlet works, 
and a gated chute-type spillway in the left abutment. The reservoir will store 
about 360,000 acre-feet—flood control, 334,000 acre-feet; sedimentation reserve 
and conservation, 26,000 acre-feet. 
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‘Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benejfit-cost ratio.—1.63 to 1. 


Summarized Financial Data 


PURE SND UE in se eter nce ingen ighs a dieicnahe eee! $17, 800, 000 
SRT OTA | COB bo oe hii cledbllincttinnsperntisediionan 0 

I a i ap inst chimnregegirliemell pape tgipnesepeengeblpaledesiicmeitatmiapeaite 0 

I I oa a hac caine ish Uncles dg elm cali ege Nb incesceaialamaasdincniap 0 
oI UI OOO is os asain caster aalieenascdhnaabdnasieaciakage 17, 800, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate__.._.___..........-..-...-..-- 350, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1958__-__--...--_----~.-..------....- 50, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959_.._.__-..-_-_---__---_.-..-- 125, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959_ 175, 000 

JUSTIFICATION 


This project is a unit of the authorized system of reservoirs to reduce flood 
flows in the Kansas River Basin, and, in turn, is an integral part of the compre- 
hensive flood protection plan for the Missouri River Basin. The Perry Reservoir 
will control the runoff from 1,059 square miles of drainage area on a major 
tributary of the Kansas River. This project will reduce flood losses in the flood 
plains below the dam site and along the Kansas River and augment low flows 
during drought periods in the lower Kansas Basin. The partially completed 
project at the Kansas Citys, and proposed works at Lawrence, Kans., are based 
on reduction of flood crests to be effected by the Perry and other Kansas River 
Basin reservoirs. The Kansas Water Resources Board in a recent cooperative 
study of the Perry Reservoir project concurred in conclusions that control of the 
Delaware River Basin by the Perry Reservoir is essential to any plan for flood 
control and water conservation in the Kansas River Basin and indicated they 
desire maximum utilization of the reservoir storage for conservation uses. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.——Current Federal cost estimate of 
$17,800,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. However, 


there have been minor adjustments between feature costs within the overall 
project estimate. 


Mr. Cannon. This also was put in by the Senate and the House 
had no opportunity to discuss it. Tell us something about it briefly. 

General Gattoway. The Perry Reservoir is similar to the Milford 
Reservoir. 

It is a unit of the integrated plan to reduce flood flows in the Kansas 
Basin and it becomes a part of the overall Missouri Basin plan. It 
will control runoff from a small area of approximately 1,000 square 
miles and it is on a major tributary at this point to the Kansas River. 
It will reduce flood losses on flood plains below the dam site and along 
the Kansas River and during drought periods will be in a position to 
augment low flows in the flood plains in the lower Kansas Basin. 

As with the Milford Reservoir, particularly the partially completed 
project at Kansas City and the proposed works at Lawrence, Kans., 
downstream, are based on reduction of flood crests to be effected by 
Perry. 

Mr. Cannon. Any further questions? 
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WILSON RESERVOIR, KANS. 


: 


*’ Mr. Cannon. Wilson Reservoir, $175,000 is requested and we will 
insert pages 11 and 12, unless there are some general questions, 
(The pages referred to follow :) 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, 
RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) PROJECT 


Witson Reservorr, Kans. 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The dam site is located on the Saline River about 
130 miles above the mouth in Russell County, Kans., and about 10 miles north 
of Wilson and 20 miles east of Russell, Kans. Preliminary plans provide for 
an earth-fill dam, an outlet works, and an uncontrolled spillway in the right 
abutment. The reservoir will store 593,000 acre-feet for flood control, sedimenta- 
tion, and conservation. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Be 





Summarized financial data 


PE TOIT COI ais cite tice siecle tn eed atadgts ae cea aaah $15, 900, s 
Pereeeeaees mom-T eGernl Cmts igs nhl kh ha 


COR DOU on hinting were nenntagink tannic nbeatee . 
NU a a na alan casShhalip hon phdian ainsi ackeaettaaedionteon i 0 
Total -eutimated projet CeWts cies tts ees 15, 900, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate._......_.__..______..._______ ae 350, 000 
mupropriations to June 50.) Weel 50, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal OD ROI i ies oo ect done rate. 175, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959_ 125, 000 
JUSTIFICATION 


Wilson Reservoir will control runoff from 1,917 square miles, or 57 percent of 
the total Saline River Basin area. The project will provide a high degree of 
flood protection to 60,000 acres in the Saline River flood plain, and, in coordina- 
tion with other units of the Missouri River Basin plan, will help to reduce flood- 
ing on 210,000 acres in the Smoky Hill and Kansas River flood plains. The 
flood plain areas below Wilson Dam site are broad flat valleys, primarily agri- 
cultural in nature but containing important transportation facilities, numerous 
towns, and parts of several large cities. Along the Saline River, about 8,000 
acres below the dam site are subject to inundation by minor floods while larger 
floods may inundate more than 60,000 acres. The towns of Beverly, Culver, 
Lincoln, Sylvan Grove, Tescott, and Vesper, Kans., lie wholly or partly in the 
flood plain and are subject to severe flood damage. The Smoky Hill and Kansas 
Rivers flood plains contain two of the country’s most important transcontinental 
highways and the tracks, yards, and terminal facilities of 13 major railways. 
Large sections of the cities of Manhattan, Topeka, Lawrence, and the Kansas 
Citys contain flood plain properties with aggregate value in the billions of 
dollars. 

In addition to the reduction of flood damages, the reservoir will provide stor- 
age of water for irrigation and will be of general benefit to downstream areas 
through low flow regulation, 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—Current Federal cost estimate of 
$15,900,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress; however, 
there have been minor adjustments between feature costs within the overall 
project estimate. 


ALLOCATION OF STORAGE CAPACITY 


Mr. JENsEN. How much storage will be allocated to flood control 
and how — to irrigation and how much to industrial and municipal 
water supply as well as sedimentation on this project? 

General GALLowAy. We will store 348,000 acre-feet for flood con- 
trol, 225,000 for conservation and for sedimentation we will have 
20,000 acre-feet. 
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Mr. Jensen. Will there be industrial or municipal water ? 

General GatLoway. The conservation pool can possibly be used for 
irrigation, for municipal water supply, or industrial water supply. 
That has not yet been decided and we are carrying it as conservation. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the total of all of that? That amounts to 
593,000 acre-feet ? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir; 348,000 is for flood control and 225,000 
for conservation and 20,000 for sedimentation. 

Mr. Jensen. That is all. 


BIG BEN DAM AND RESERVOIR, S. DAK. 


Mr. Cannon. Big Bend Reservoir, $200,000, and we will insert 
pages 14 and 15. 


(The pages referred to follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, 
MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 


Bie BeND DAM AND ReseErvorr, 8S. DAK. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is on the Missouri River and is tenta- 
tively located near Fort Thompson, 8S. Dak., approximately 20 miles upstream 
from Chamberlain, 8. Dak., in Lyman and Buffalo Counties. The project con- 
sists of a rolled earth-fill dam, a hydroelectric generating plant, a gated chute- 
type spillway and an emergency spillway. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.27 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


I «TI as issnsin dhastlns tne lesainetinemladbitiahininaicssaitisiil estes $85, 000, 000 
NE SIR Iy IN ONIN icine nesnitslnitoneninmsateiainitiene ae sensi Sasasiiansatintiinndlp asta 0 

Ia TE as cciatemehicsinmnsetnensed 0 

alll tall a leila 0 
Precenatraction planning estimate... 4.2.2 een 650, 000 
eR sk UD GOD” Di icieitie sian bccn nected 450, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959........................ 200, 000 


Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959_ 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Big Bend proect is primarily a power project to develop the otherwise 
unused head between the Oahe and Fort Randall projects. The Big Bend power 
installation will be connected to all major systems in Nebraska, South Dakota, 
and North Dakota and through interconnections will be available to increase 
the power supply in load centers as far away as Minneapolis, St. Paul, Des 
Moines, Kansas City, and Wichita. Unrestricted peaking operations will be 
feasible for year-around operations; thus, the project will contribute materially 
to the rapidly growing power needs in this area. 

While the Big Bend project is justified entirely on the basis of power produc- 
tion, further studies may indicate the desirability of inclusion of flood control 
functions. The great floods of record will be largely controlled by the upstream 
storage reservoirs. However, system operation studies incorporating Big Bend 
may indicate the desirability of flood control storage in that reservoir in view 
of the 5,840 square-mile drainage area between Oahe and Big Bend. In addition, 
coordinated power operation of Big Bend and Fort Randall will provide nearly 
constant peaking capability for most conditions and thereby Fort Randall will 
accomplish its important flood control functions without affecting system power 
generation significantly. The flood potentialities of the Big Bend incremenetal! 
drainage area will be considered in the final design of the project. 








. & 


Ve 


~ 


ee Net Nee ee Ne ee ee ee” 


we "oe \e 


= far ee 


a i 


ee 


647 


Non-Federal cost.—None, 

Status of local cooperation—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current estimate of $85 million is 
an increase of $9,400,000 over the latest estimate ($75,600,000) submitted to 
Congress. Higher price levels increased costs $2,625,000. Based on recent expe- 
rience on other projects, lands and relocation costs have been increased $4,190,- 
000 to cover payments to Indians for lands, relocations and resettlement, and 
contingency allowances on construction and related items have been increased 
$1,355,000. Design changes in the spillway, powerhouse, and embankment in- 
creased costs $700,000. Miscellaneous minor revisions increased costs $130,000. 
Adjustments in engineering and design and supervision and administration 
based on a reanalysis of requirements and to provide for contribution to the re- 
tirement fund increased the cost $400,000. 


COST INCREASE 


Mr. Cannon. You show a substantial cost increase of $9.4 million 
on this project and the benefit-cost ratio isdown. Can we expect this 
to become a trend as you near completion of the planning or is this an 
exceptional case ? 

General GatLoway. Higher prices for construction are responsible 
for about $2.5 million of that increase that we show, and another big 
amount in this estimate is an increase over what we showed formerly 
in the amount of $4,190,000 to cover payments for Indian lands and 
other payments to Indians that formerly we had not considered a re- 
sponaibilie of the Federal Government. We had not previously 
included that in our estimates. In addition, we have contingency 
allowances on construction which increased by $1,355,000 and other 
minor increases which make up the difference. If the cost of con- 
struction continues to go up, there should be further increases, but to 
a much slighter degree in our future estimates that we present. 

Mr. Cannon. Has the site for this project been definitely selected ? 

General Gattoway. No, sir; a site ia not been definitely selected. 
We have narrowed the site selection to two points, and we are just 
awaiting agreement between ourselves in the Corps of Engineers to 
decide on one site which is located in the neighborhood of Fort 
Thompson, S. Dak. 

Mr. ae Do you think that you will secure general agreement 
on that? 

General Gattoway. Yes,sir. There was some little discussion from 
the engineering standpoint as to the desirability of this or that in the 
way of design. 

ACQUISITION OF INDIAN LANDS 


Mr. Cannon. Last year we went into some detail on the cost of 
acquiring the Indian lands involved in this project and you were rather 
definite with your estimate of $1,550,000 or $55 per acre. Now you 
have increased this by an additional $4,190,000. ‘That is a substantial 
increase and I am wondering how you account for it? 

General Gattoway. We are soctuding extra money for payments to 
the Indians for relocation and resettlement which we did not formerly 
consider was our proper function under the laws and regulations. In 
the past when we have built some dams, some of the amounts have 
been set aside by the Congress in special legislation to take care of 
the resettlement and relocation of the Indians. This is an amount 
that normally if it were not taken care of, Congress would determine 
the justification and make allowance in separate legislation. 
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Mr. Cannon. How many Indians are involved ? 

General Gatioway. It is a relatively small number of Indians. I 
believe it is somewhere around 45 Indian families that are located 
on the reservoir lands that are going to require relocation. 

Mr. Cannon. How do the costs here compare with those for simi- 
lar acquisitions of land? For instance, at Oahe ? 

General Gattoway. This particular sum is an estimate that we have 
arrived at by our experience in relocation of Indians on our other 
projects. It is an estimate based purely on past experience. 

Mr. Cannon. At about that figure ? 

General Gatioway. Yes, sir. 


FLOOD CONTROL STORAGE 


Mr. Cannon. When do you expect to know if the flood-control stor- 
age is desirable in the project and how would that affect the cost and 
benefit-cost ratio? 

General Gatitoway. Any addition of flood-control storage might 
make a slight change in the benefit-cost ratio because at the present 
time all of our benefits are power benefits. This is strictly a power 
project as it is now justified. 

Mr. Cannon. Would you advise further contro] storage? 

General Gattoway. We are studying that, sir, but in my own per- 
sonal opinion at this time, I do think that there is flood-control storage 
tg be included. 

Mr. Anverson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that this 
is the largest dam to be constructed on the Missouri. Is that right? 

General Gattoway. No, sir, Oahe will be the largest project. 

Mr. Anperson. How many acre-feet of water will be impounded 
here ¢ 

General Gattoway. The size of the-—— 

Mr. Jensen. Would that not depend to some degree on your site? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir; but I am talking about site C and site 
D. It is going to be one or the other. They are very close together 
and it will be approximately 1,600,000 acre-feet of water. 


DAMS ON MAIN STEM 


Mr, Cannon. How many dams are in this big system? 

General Gatioway. This will be the sixth main-stem dam starting 
with Fort Peck. 

Mr. Cannon. How does it compare in size with the other five? 

General Gatitoway. In size, it will be No. 5. 

First will be Oahe, and then Garrison, Fort Peck, Fort Randall, 
Big Bend and Gavins Point. 

Mr. Cannon. Gavins Point would be the smallest in capacity? 

General Gattoway. Smallest capacity ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. It is a very important dam, however, because it is a 
re-regulating dam. You use it very effectively in letting water go 
down the river in a more normal flow, is that not right? 

General Gattoway. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. A very important dam to the whole system of dams? 

General GALLoway. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Cannon. With this dam you will have completed your system 
so far as any further needs you can now foresee ? 

General GatLoway. Yes, sir; on the main stem of the Missouri this 
is the last. 


PROGRAM REQUIREMENT FOR KANSAS RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Cannon. With these six dams in operation, you ought to hold 
in storage sufficient flood waters to keep the Missouri River within 
its banks clear on down to its confluence with the Mississippi? 

General Gatioway. No, sir; until we get more control of the floods 
of the Kansas River, we cannot guarantee that we will not be subject 
to floods from the Kansas River coming in at Kansas City. However, 
these dams, together with the agricultural levee system on the Missouri 
River will give complete assurance of freedom from any kind of dis- 
astrous flood all the way down to Kansas City. As soon as—— 

Mr. Cannon. We were told at the time of the Kansas flood of 1951 
that had Tuttle Creek Dam been in operation and empty at the time 
it would not have saved a drop of water in the flood that struck Kansas 
City. What about the Kansas River at that time? 

General GatLoway. In the 1951 flood ? 

Mr. Cannon. You say it is necessary to contro] the Kansas in order 
to keep the river in its banks. 

General Gattoway. The Big Blue River? 

Mr. Cannon. At that time the Big Blue River was apparently not 
in flood. What about the Kansas River ? . 

General Gattoway. The Kansas River was the one responsible for 
the Kansas City flood of 1951. It was not a flood of the upper Missouri 
at that time, but it was a flood on the Kansas really. 

Mr. Cannon. What arrangements have you in prospect for con- 
trolling the Kansas River to prevent recurrence ? 

General GaLLoway. We have improved the local flood protection 
at Kansas City. We have Tuttle Creek underway and we also have 
this Milford, Perry, and Wilson projects in the planning stage. They 
will all help to reduce flood heights down to Kansas City and down 
the Missouri River. 

Mr. Cannon. When will that system be sufficiently completed. to, 
insure protection of the city ? , 

General GaLLoway. When the ones we now have under planning are 
completed, and that would be in the neighborhood of 8 years from 
now, I would say that a great improvement in flood protection would 
be achieved. However, we would not have complete protection until 
we get further works beyond the ones that we have in the planning 
stage at Milford, and other reservoirs that are now included in our 
plan for the Kansas River. 

tse een What part did the Missouri River have in the flood 
of 1951 

General Gatioway. I would like to ask Mr. Johnson to answer that? 
I was not there at the time. 

Mr. Jounson. There was not a flood on the upper Missouri River in 
1951. 

Mr. Cannon. The river was not discharging an unusual volume of 
water then ? 
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Mr. Jounson. It was a little higher than normal, but not unusual. 
Mr. Anpersen. May I ask a question ? 
Mr. Cannon. Mr. Andersen. 


FLOOD CONTROL POTENTIAL OF MAIN ITEM MISSOURI DAMS 


Mr. Anversen. Speaking of 1951, had you then been able to close 
the gates up at Gavins Point, Big Bend, Oahe, and Garrison, and 
Fort Peck and slowed up the normal course of the river, at least for a 
certain length of time, even though it was not in flood, it would have 
given you more river capacity down below to help take care of the 
Kansas River disturbance? 

Mr. Jounson. It would have given us more capacity but not enough. 

Mr. Anversen. But it would have helped ? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes. 

Mr. Anpersen. I maintain that construction of these big reservoirs, 
if properly applied up on the upper Missouri, certainly cannot but 
help the situation down below. 

Mr. Jounson. You know, of course, that if in the 1952 floods we 
had had those reservoirs completed, the flood would have been stopped 
in its tracks. 


Mr. Cannon. The Kansas River then was solely responsible for the 
flood of 1951? 


Mr. Jounson. The Kansas River and the Osage. There was some 
slopover into the Osage. 

Mr. Cannon. That could not hit Kansas City ? 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir, it would not. 

Mr. Anpersen. Would the gentleman reiterate what he just told 
me about the 1952 flood ? 

Mr. Jounson. What I said was that if the 1952 flood were to recur 
today, the main stem reservoir system would stop it in its tracks. 

r. JENSEN. Your flood stage has been reduced since 1952 by the 
impounding of the water upstream to what degree? How many feet 
at Omaha? 

General Gattoway. You mean the number of feet down to—it 
would be below its banks, Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. I understand. I have been told that by the impound- 
ing of the water upstream since 1952, it would lower the flood crest 
at Omaha about 17 feet. Is that possible? 

General Gattoway. It would be well below bank full stage. 

Mr. Anversen. There would be no flood then. 

Mr. Evins. I want to make an observation, too. 

General Galloway, our chairman this morning made a very ex- 
cellent statement shock the Missouri River prior to the time you 
were here. It was an interesting historical study about the early 
floods in which they tried to channel the water by dikes and later on 
it was all washed out and then they conceived the idea of building 
large dams to hold the water in the Missouri River. I simply want 
to make another observation, Mr. Chairman. 

I do not believe that the ‘general heard your statement this morn- 
ing, and I thought it was an excellent statement. 


PAU ES EI 


Se EER ESE OPS 





Vr Vr Oe Em 


Cryuy =o 5 


TSR Ep RES eT I 


A aE: 


651 
MISSOURI BASIN RESERVOIR PROJECTS 


How many dams have been completed thus far on the system over 
which you have jurisdiction in the Missouri Basin? How many have 
been completed ¢ 

General Gattoway. Of the whole Missouri Basin ? 

Mr. Evins. Yes. 

General GatLoway. Including the Bureau of Reclamation dams—— 

Mr. Evins. Do not include the Bureau of Reclamation dams. The 
Corps of Engineers. 

ow many dams are completed on the Missouri River Basin ? 

Mr. JensEN. On the main stem. 

Mr. Evins. No; I am going to get to the main stem a little later. 

General GatLoway. Eight dams, sir; Cold Brook, Cherry Creek, 
Harlan County, Kanopolis, and the four main stem dams. 

Mr. Evins. How many are planned under the Pick-Sloan plan in 
the Missouri Basin ? 

General GatLoway. Overall, including the Bureau of Reclamation 
dams and our own, there were 102 dams planned under the original 

lan. 
. Mr. Evins. Eight are completed. 

I just made a little casual rundown on this budget, and Milford 
Reservoir Dam under the planning is $41 million; Perry Reservoir 
Dam, $17.8 million; Wilson Reservoir Dam, $15.9 million; Big Bend 
which we have just discussed, $85 million. 

These are dams that are still in the planning stage and not yet con- 
structed at all, not mentioning the eight that you have mentioned. 
And then we have the Tuttle Creek Reservoir for $88.1 million. Then 
we have the Pomme de Terre Dam for $18.7 million and Fort Peck 
Dam second powerplant for $27.2 million, Garrison Reservoir for $294 
million, and the Oahe Reservoir for $380 million. 

I believe that is the biggest one in the whole United States as far as 
I have seen in amounts involved. 

Then we have the Gavins Point Dam and Fort Randall which have 
been completed and are part of the eight ? 

General GatLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. That is a rough total of just those in advance engineer- 
ing and under construction in this budget for $940.7 million, almost a 
billion dollars for those under construction and in advance engineer- 
ing. 

I am not objecting. I think it is a wonderful program, and I salute 
the corps and I commend them in their efforts in this area. 

I understand that under the Pick-Sloan plan approximately $5 
billion is planned for the overall completion of the Missouri Basin. 

General GALLoway. Yes, sir. 

That includes the Bureau of Reclamation projects and our projects 
together, $5 billion. 

r. Evins. In other words, the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Corps of Engineers in the Missouri Basin, when all of the projects are 
completed, will be at a cost of over $5 billion ? 

General GaLtLoway. Approximately $5 billion; yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. I am sure that the cost-benefit justifies such expendi- 
tures for strengthening our country but sometimes I cannot help but 
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think, here is the great Northeast represented by New York, Minne- 
sota, the great Midwest, Iowa, and Missouri, and there is the great 
Northwest with those people representing them. 

Mr. Cannon. It pays its way. 

Mr. Evins. It pays its way. 

Mr. Cannon. That is in contrast to these other dams. 

Mr. Evins. I think it pays its way and I think these are wonderful 
projects, and I am very proud of them. Sometimes, however, I think 
it is well to point out that we are not a favored section of the country 
altogether, as some would indicate. 

Mr. AnperseN. I might say that I agree with you entirely, You 
people are not the only ones. 

You people are not the only ones that the taxpayer is pouring 
money in for. 

I would like to point out we have three-fifths of the drainage area 
¥ =~ United States in the Missouri River and the Mississippi River 

alleys. 

M es ENSEN. It covers one-sixth of the United States. 

Mr. AnverseN. I believe that covers three-fifths of the land area 
drainage in the United States and goes into the bulk of the States. 

Mr. Evins. The Cumberland, Tennessee, Mississippi, and Ohio are 
also important rivers. 

Mr. Ca tshter. I heartily concur in everything you have said. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you for this opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to point 
out that we are not the most favored section. 

Mr. Jensen. It must be said in rebuttal that a greater proportion 
of the money that is spent for the Missouri Valley Basin development 
program will be reimbursed to the Treasury of the United States. 

Mr. Evins. Navigation has developed and so has agriculture. 

Mr. Jensen. With interest, do not forget that. 

Mr. Evins. Lands are protected. Lives are saved. Lands are al- 
leviated from being flooded and property is protected. Power is 
generated and paid back into the Treasury and all of this is fine. I say 
again that with my friends here from New England, the Northwest 
and East, I sometimes feel that I am alone from the Southwest and 
South. 

Mr. Cannon. It is material to the national defense. 

Mr. Evrns. I want to say that is paramount. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman from New York? 


BIG BEND DAM AND RESERVOIR, 8. DAK. 


Mr. Taser. You have raised the cost of this project every year for 
the last 3 years, is that right? 

Mr. Cannon. What project are you discussing ? 

Mr. Taser. Big Bend Dam. 

Generel Gattoway. I believe that is true, sir. 

Mr. Taser. It was about $73 million to start with? 

General GaLtoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What is involved in this? How many acre-feet of water 
storage is involved, what is the height of the dam, and if it is a power 
dam what. is involved in equipment? 

General Gattoway. The storage capacity is 1,570,000 acre-feet and 
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it has a gross head of 74 feet. It is in our present design purely for 
power to be used as a re-regulation—— 

Mr. Taser. It isnot a storage dam except to a minor degree ? 

General GaLLoway. To store for power principally. 


POSSIBLE USE FOR FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Taser. You might use it for water storage in flood time tem- 
porarily for a few days, or something of that kind, but it is not gen- 
erally a flood control dam ? 

General Gattoway. No, sir, definitely not. 

Mr. Cannon. The last time we asked that question you were a little 
uncertain, or at least the testimony submitted was a little indefinite. 

When will you know if flood control storage is desirable in the project 
and what effect it will have on the benefit-cost ratio? 

General Gattoway. I believe, sir, that we should know definitely 
whether any flood control storage will be included in the design some- 
time this coming summer, but it will be a relatively small amount if 
we do include it compared to the overall storage capacity of the reser- 
voirs in the basin. 

Mr. Cannon. How would it affect costs in the benefit-cost ratio? 

General Gattoway. It should lave very slight effect on the benefit- 
cost ratios. 

~ Cannon. Comparatively small increase in the cost of construc- 
tion 

General Gatitoway. That is right. 


POWER FACILITIES AND BENEFITS 


Mr. Taser. How much electrical equipment do you put in this? I 
suppose that means powerhouses and all that sort of thing? 

General Gatitoway. Yes, sir. We intend to install, under our pres- 
ent plans, four power units each at 54,250 kilowatts, or a total of 
217,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Taser. How much of the time do you expect that that dam will 
produce power ¢ 

General Gattoway. We expect dependable capacity will be 217,000 
kilowatts. 

Mr. Taser. You mean that you expect it will produce power at full 
capacity the whole time ? 

General GaLttoway. Yes, sir; wee t that. 

(The following was subsequently submitted :) 

The dependable capacity of 217,000 kilowatts would be available at all times 
for peaking; the average annual energy of 1,007 million kilowatt-hours would 
be equivalent to an average continuous generation of 115,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Taner. There will be no dry seasons that will interfere with 
that? 

General GaLttoway. Under our plan with Big Bend located as it is, 
we do not envision any dry season. If we run into extraordinarily 
bad weather, it may be that the pond might be reduced and the capac- 
ity would go down. From an electrical standpoint and considering 
what we are designing it for, for the normal pool elevation, we should 
have a dependable capacity from an electrical standpoint of 217,000 
kilowatts. 
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: Mx, Taser. You did not figure anything in here except power bene- 
ts¢ 

General Gatioway. I do not quite understand the question. 

Mr. Taser. You did not figure anything in here of benefit except 
your electric power ? 

General GatLoway. Power benefits only were included. 

Mr. Taper. What do you expect to realize? This will be down 
maybe 75 miles from Omaha ? 

yeneral GaLLoway. No, sir; this is located in South Dakota. It 
is located between the Oahe and the Fort Randall Dams. It is located 
about 25 miles northwest of Chamberlain, S. Dak., near Fort Thomp- 
son in South Dakota. 

Mr. Taser. How far will you have to carry this power? 

General Gatioway. It will join the grid. We now have a grid 
where the power being produced at Fort Peck, Garrison, and at Ran- 
dall and Gavins Point, is all integrated into one grid. It will go into 
the one grid and the power then is carried at the present time into 
Minnesota, the Dakotas, Iowa, Nebraska, Montana, and some to a 
slight degree into Wyoming. 

Mr. Anversen. I might say that in response to that part of your 
queenae, western Minnesota has 1 million people depending on those 
dams for electrical energy. 

Mr. Taser. They are not getting it from here now? 

Mr. Anpersen. It is beinning to come in. 

Mr. Jensen. Not from Randall. 

Mr. Anpersen. Randal] power is already coming in. 


POWER RATES 


Mr. Taser. How much do you expect to get for your power per 
kilowatt-hour ? 

General GaLtoway. We do not market the power. That is mar- 
keted by the Bureau of Reclamation and we just produce it and turn it 
over to them. 

Mr. Taser. You donot have any figures on that ? 

General Gattoway. I can get that. 

Mr. Taper. I would like to have that in the record. 

Mr. Cannon. You may insert that in the record when the transcript 
comes to you. 

General GALLoway. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

Power for Big Bend will be sold by the Bureau of Reclamation at the Missouri 
River Basin rates schedule applicable to other main stem power installations. 
Under this schedule firm power revenue will average about 514 mills per kilo- 
watt-hour nonfirm about 3.0 mills per kilowatt-hour. With the additional 
revenue expected from the sale of peaking power, the overall average revenue 
is estimated at 5.4 mills per kilowatt-hour of marketable energy after allowance 
for transmission losses. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you know the amount at this time? 

General GatLtoway. We have been told that it would be approxi- 
mately 5.5 mills at this time. 

Mr. Cannon. That is a general standard ? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Is that all? 

Mr. Taser. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say that it might not be necessary to increase 
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the power rates, but if we get very much above 5.5 mills, we will price 
hydropower out of the market. I am hoping when the Big Bend 
power is on the line, and all of the other Missouri River Basin project 
power is on the line, that the estimated revenue from power in the 
Missouri Valley will pay the bill that is expected of it at 5.5 mills. 

The facts are that they are producing power now in thermalstream 
plants at around 3.5 mills in some areas. 

Mr. AnpersEN. One final question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Andersen. 

Mr. AnperseN. When does the timetable predict the coming-in of 
the first power unit in Big Bend ? 

General Gattoway. In the fall of 1964. 

That is what our present plans envision. 


Monpay, Aprin 21, 1958. 


Mr. Cannon. We will continue hearings on the Missouri River 
Basin. 
ConsTRUCTION 


We will take up “Construction” at this point. 
MISSOURI RIVER, SIOUX CITY, IOWA, TO OMAHA, NEBR. 


I will ask General Galloway about the project Sioux City to Omaha 
for which $5,700,000 is requested. 

We will insert pages 16—a through 20. 

(The pages referred to follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 


Missouri River, Sioux Crry To OMAHA 


(Continuing) 
Baudet cle Rl kn. sic ane enna paeaiindantae cles ae $4, 000, 000 
TOOURNOE =Car nen eniohaeendanine anes 5, 700, 000 
Increase in budget estimate... css ini eceneeccenckenn 1, 700, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 

















1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue lands and damages..-_..............................- $176, 800 $176, 800 0 
Bank stabilization: 
Continue dike and revetment construction_.._--..-.-..-- 2, 785, 000 4, 363, 000 $1, 578, 000 
Continue dredging in connection with point removal to 
obtain desired alinement ------....-..-----------.------- 685, 300 692, 800 7, 500 
Continue removal of structures for realinement_-.-.-...._-- 24, 700 24” 700 3 
Engineering and design. wan nnn nnn nn nen nnn ne nnn ne nn eesenenn 72, 000 99, 800 27, 800 
Supervision and administration. .--..-....-..-.---.--.--------- 256, 200 342, 900 86, 700 
Total..-.------.------- neren nec e nen een an acnttornenawann 4, 000, 000 5, 700, 000 | 1, 700, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
Lave ane Waeinees. . oon 2 oo on ahs ie dl sh nc SE ce June 1964. 
Bank stabilization: { 
Dike and revetment construction --_---~---._- coapcsesnenlt a ay haan a June 1967. 
Dredging in connection with point removal to obtain desired | June 1967_-_______- June 1966. 
alinement. 
Removal of rock... .-...------ ile winihadaeinn apne s oavblttideanehicd Complete. ..._.__- Complete. 
Removal of structures for realinement----...........--.------ June 1966.._...___ June 1965. 
Entire project... ....-.------------------------------------------ June 1968... ..._.- June 1967. 
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Location.—Channel extending from Sioux City, Iowa, to Omaha, Nebr., a dis- 
tance of 130.5 miles. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.55 to 1 for entire project, Sioux City to the mouth. 


Summarized financial data 


ee _ pi 








Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost___..._..._- a: . .| $110, 000, 000 |. 
Estimated non-Federal cost_-__.__- aeGalie Skee, cnet ee Sa es } Peer i! 
Other contributed funds______.__- ‘ ------| Te Riki thet EN as 
Other costs ____- pi clara ci ai ’ | Ee ee as a 
Total estimated project cost... _-_- Lai clare 4 Ge. Of | aaa 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957____-__-. ies «sacl 6 Gp OEE Iewnns “i 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958____......_.._- ‘ ; 6, 210, 000 ss a 
Appropriations to date_...__._.._ i ‘ : | 64,078, 000 49 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_ ; ; 4, 000, 000 53 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_____._._..__- aiine ; 51, 922, 000 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Channel, 9 feet deep, 300 feet wide, extending from Sioux City, mile 
762.5, to Omaha, mile 632, a distance of 130.5 miles, to be obtained by revet- 
ment of banks, construction of dikes, cutoffs, and by dredging. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 





Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
| 
Lands and damages... -.........--- adidacpuatnean cae teekiamemaess anpecgatedeanl 16 | June 1964. 
Bank stabilization: | 
Dike and revetment construction.......................--...-......... 47 | June 1968. 
Dredging in connection with point removal to obtain desired alinement_! 41 June 1967. 
cel hee Be ie ka 100 | Complete. 
Removal of structures for realinement___.............---........ abe 23 | June 1966. 
ea ne lamaanione cibtumeoneancdadal 46 | June 1968. 








JUSTIFICATION 


This project is an essential part of the comprehensive plan for the develop- 
ment of the Missouri River Basin. The entire project from Sioux City to the 
mouth will stabilize the banks of the river and provide a navigable channel 
for waterborne commerce. Stabilization of the banks of the river from Sioux 
City to the mouth will insure protection against erosion to agricultural areas 
totaling over 1,800,000 acres and to municipalities, industries, and other installa- 
tions with a value of about $2 billion. These installations include major rail- 
road and highway bridges which receive vital protection against being flanked 
by the meandering river. Stabilization will also permit the construction of 
levees under the flood-control authorization with assurance they will not be de- 
stroyed by the erosive action of the river. 

Since resumption of work on the project in 1955, considerable progress has 
been made in stabilizing the channel from Sioux City to Dakota City, a 16-mile 
reach upstream from Decatur, a 13-mile reach from Mondamin to Blair, a 5- 
mile reach downstream from Blair and a 26-mile reach upstream from Omaha. 
Although serious erosion has been alleviated in the above sections, it is essen- 
tial that construction continue to completion to prevent meandering of the chan- 
nel and possible flanking of completed works. In reaches where work has not 
been resumed, the greater portion of the channel has reverted to a wild state 
with active erosion of the concave banks, due to loss of control structures as a 
result of severe floods and curtailment of construction, during and after World 
War II. It is urgent that construction progress as rapidly as practicable up- 
stream from Blair in order that protection may be afforded the highway and 
railroad bridges. Work should be initiated in the uncontrolled reaches at a 
rapid rate so that as much of the original construction work as possible may be 
incorporated in the work to regain lost control. Commercial navigation in the 
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past has been limited owing to unsatisfactory depth of the channel crossings ; 
however, operators have indicated that they expect to extend operations to Sioux 
City as soon as channel conditions permit. 


Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $4 million will be applied to— 


Commarea Laan. TN ON i dik acetic ecciestitcn ead cctn eee Dinca $176, 800 
Bank stabilization: 
Continue dike and revetment construction___.._._..._.________ 2, 785, 000 
Continue dredging in connection with point removal to obtain de- 
EOE DU iii bins aint tein nice ape daa 685, 300 
Continue removal of structures for alinement.__...._.._______ 24, 700 
TCO Ce Cn srrcretcrepenesccinteh naeAietictinenttilampsasiniypanioanantitbnoante ant 5 
Sheng Vaca. TAGE - RIT in ios ccc sen benitiemcinan 256, 200 
WE encicsidlitcieg > ntensttbinsinecctipetitayetnclialaiaiialatctiamidats aia eaee diane 4, 000, 000 


With the requested amount of $4 million, construction will be continued in 
the reach from Sioux City to 10 miles downstream from Dakota City; in the 
16-mile reach upstream from Decatur; from 5 miles upstream of River Sioux to 
Blair; and from Blair to Omaha. Continued construction at these locations is 
necessary to insure the success of construction initiated in fiscal years 1955 
through 1958, and will offer greater erosion protection to the Sioux City water- 
front, Dakota City, Sioux City Air Force Base, Decatur and Blair Bridges, 
Omaha and Council Bluffs levees, and highly developed agricultural lands. 

Non-Federal costs.—Since private interests have not been able to commer- 
cially utilize the waterway, only about $600,000 has been expended to date in 
terminal facilities. Local interests, however, are planning eventual large ex- 
penditures along the river, such as wharves, docks, grain elevators, fabricating 
plants, molasses and oil terminals. The cost of these facilities cannot be esti- 
mated at present since many are still in the planning stage. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$110 million is an increase of $2 million over the latest estimate ($108 million) 
submitted to Congress. Higher price levels increased the cost $2,159,000. Ad- 
justments in supervision and administration and in engineering and design 
costs resulted in an increase of $215,000. These increases were partially offset 
by a decrease of $374,000 due to a revision of the work requirements to com- 
plete the project. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 




















Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, fiseal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
| 
(1) | (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages | $653,800, $100,100 | $76,000 | $176,800} $300, 900 
Bank stabiliz: sien paid Shas ee ...| 98, 358,200 | 41,862,400 | 5,471,800 | 3,692,900 | 47,331,100 
Engineering and design ___. __.| 1,651, 400 548, 700 125, 600 74, 100 903, 000 
Supervision and ,dministration...........| 9, 336, 600 | 4, 852, 200 358, 900 | 256, 2 3, 869, 300 
Total applied cost wae tans} 
only) ; |! 10, 000, 000 | 47, 363, 400 6, 032, 300 | 4, 200, 000 52, 404, 300 
U ndistribute xd cost a ee None 7 


inenechindeenaaieaes 
Total pret cost ro er | 
|110, 000, 000 | 47,363,400 | 6,032, 300 4,208,000 52, 404, 300 





only 
Pending offjustme nt 














5, 400 | —5, 400 |___. wed 
Total cost (Federal funds noes nich \110, 000, 000 47, 368, 800 6! 026, 900 126, 900 | al 200,000 | 52, 404, 300 
Undelivered orders_. << ial hin wthinelinavn 491, 900 —491, 900 482, 400 —482, 
Total] obligations. -_.........--. ail Gm 860,700 | 5, 535, 000 4,682,400 | 51,921, 900 





i 
Ht 
| 











METHOD OF FINANCING 


Appropriations. ._........_-.------- ode LL 2 ee, «6208 OUD fos eile hats. 
Permanent transfers since July 1, Se OPER I a ect a i 
Unobligated carryover from prior 3 year slanmel shatdduligestee Bad 7, 400 keeles 


T otal funds available for obligation __}_--- a, 808, 100 | 6,217, 400 


ee 


Appropriation required..............------|-------. 





| 
ss eee wanecaleeeennennee 4,000,000 | 51, 921, 900 
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Mr. Cannon. General Galloway, you show a carryover of $682,400: 
on this project. I wonder if that was taken into account when you 
increased your original estimate by $1,700,000? 

General Gatioway. Yes, sir; it was taken into consideration. 

Mr. Cannon. In addition to the $682,400 you still need $1,700,000 ? 

General GaLitoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How much do you expect to have at the end of the 
fiscal year, as of June 30? 

General GaLtoway. We expected to have a zero unexpended balance. 


DESOTO-BERTRAND BEND CUTOFF, IOWA 


Mr. Cannon. There is a section here, General Galloway, providing 
for DeSoto-Bertrand Bend. I wonder if you can tell us the status 
of that at this time? 

General Gattoway. There was a portion of the river in our approach 
to the stabilization where it was a question of whether we should make 
a cutoff across the large bend or stabilize it along the old bend. It 
was a tossup from a financial standpoint. Some of the local property 
owners were very much opposed to the cutoff. 

However, a great many people in the area were very much in favor 
of the cutoff in order to have a wildlife refuge provided there. The 
Fish and Wildlife Commission decided that that would be an ideal 
place for a fish and wildlife area, so it is now going to be cut through 
and the Fish and Wildlife is to establish a game refuge in that area. 
A lake will be created by the cutoff. 

Mr. Cannon. It is in keeping with the general policy of the Com- 
mission, General Galloway, to shorten the river wherever possible by 
cutting through these loops / 

General Gatitoway. That is right, sir. We try to do that if possible, 
considering the economy of the operation. 

Mr. Cannon. Would that come up during the coming fiscal year? 

General Gattoway. The land that will be used will be acquired by 
the Fish and Wildlife because they have to acquire the land to be 
used for the refuge. We have an agreement with them in the field 
and in Washington that they will acquire all the land necessary. 

As soon as we get the rights-of-way we will be able to start work 
on the construction. We have a little bit of money programed for this 
year for that work and we have additional funds during fiscal year 
1959. 

Mr. Cannon. Is it not your custom to start as soon as you are ready 
or do you have to wait for actual change of title? 

General Gattoway. Mr. Chairman, I would say we wait until we 
have the proper legal assurances that the change in title will go 
through. 

Mr. Cannon. You could not tell us definitely now just when that 
will be so far as this DeSoto-Bertrand Bend is concerned ? 

General Gattoway. I do not know, sir. I personally feel it will 
be some time in the next fiscal year that we will get started rather 
than in this fiscal year because there are legal complications, and the 
people are dealing with land owners who were resisting giving up 
their land. 





659 


Mr. Cannon. Cutting through would leave an area reduced prac- 
tically to an island which would be an ideal fish and wildlife reserve. 
Tt Would be easy to find and to protect. 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. As to that section of the river around the bend, would 
that remain in water or would that be drained ? 

General Gattoway. A lake would be created there and I imagine 
it would remain in water for many years. 

Mr. Cannon. It would be an island, in effect? 

General GatLtoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. No time is being lost. As fast as it becomes feasible 
you will proced with this project? 

General Gattoway. We have nothing to hold us up except the 
acquisition of the necessary rights-of-way, sir. 


MISSOURI RIVER, OMAHA, NEBR., TO KANSAS CITY, MO. 


Mr. Cannon. Missouri River, Omaha to Kansas City, $3,300,000. 
We will insert pages 21—a through 25. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


Missouri RIVER, OMAHA TO KANSAS CITY 


(Continuing) 
a ain css nes ssnnsncinsnnivtssesienstpis amills liar aaa tceaain $2, 500, 000 
BROVIMOG: COBIR OC sisi etisceidiiiieidellba Lazciess baal Die ea, 8, 300, 000 
amen Fak TO A aii sia ec ene ena 800, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue lands and damages_...........-....-.--.------------ $2, 200 $2, 200 0 
Bank stabilization: 
Continue dike and revetment construction................ 2, 109, 000 2, 774, 800 $665, 800 
Continue dredging in connection with point removal to 
obtain desired alinement...................---..----.--. 27, 500 27, 500 0 
GConmtiaates racic renewals is icbcest seek ese ceed 0 50, 000 50, 000 
Continue removal of structures for realinement..........- 137, 300 147, 300 10, 000 
EE Se CI 6 tin nce cneerenangescetesmniciaadl 7, 600 ( 12, 400 
Supervision and administration... ...............-.....-.--... 176, 400 238, 200 61, 800 
TO ciniictinnsstiommstiictis dips tatiiealinatametaen tenia Rainn iad 2, 500, 000 3, 300, 000 800, 000 
| 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
Ende dnd Memes - ibs eck ee el Jaa June 1959__........ June 1959, 
Bank stabilization: 
Dike and revetment construction........................--.. June 1964.......... June 1964. 
Dredging in connection with — removal to obtain desired 
Onnetieits.. ci eiuds ee. Ha ee ee ee June 1963_........-. June 1963. 
TORSO UGE BE FOO iin ute auntlcineninecbidocesessitin mepebtuansth ea June 1961 
Removal of structures for realinement_...................-.. June 1962.......... June 1962. 
Werte GrOfok. 2. kk i a ned beteled dd ade dade June 1964.......... June 1964 


Location.—Channel extending from Omaha, Nebr., to Kansas City, Mo., a 
distance of 245.8 miles. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio—1.55 to 1 for entire project, Sioux City to the mouth. 
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Summarized financial data 
Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
EEA AAD TBE IEE SOE TREES ALE ea Ee $113, 800,000 |... 
I nn ce chub eodendadnbebenhbehecsaeel +s) ii 7 UMibeescndenccbasae 
Tee TT ol avidin nnasadecsudogupeengopanackit Nes 
SE es cam nigth dnl pWoeSdaeitdeb lah bance 0 ‘ x. 
lk is on tttienccddundetosabeleseeseseb Meaheses 113, 800, 000 |. a ees 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957__.............-..--.----.-.--.. SP SS Se 98, 208, 000 {._...- ie 
EE MEE WOOT BONO. inn on inne eqceperery alco emy 3, 150, 000 |. a cai 
ou tae binnen cue 96, 358, 000 85 
A priations requested for fiscal year 1959____._..._..._.-.-.-...-.-...-- 2, 500, 000 87 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_.__............-.-.....--...-..-- 14 SR Bik cwdideimnsciccas 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Channel extending from Omaha, mile 632.0, to Kansas City, mile 
386.2, a distance of 245.8 miles, 9 feet deep, 300 feet wide, to be obtained 
by revetment of banks, construction of dikes, cutoffs and by dredging. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 








Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
I ee eet IU Bi eweaban 94 | June 1959. 
Bank stabilization: 
Dike and revetment construction... _.............-.....-...---.-...--- 83 | June 1964 
Desteins in connection with point removal to obtain desired alinement. 85 | June 1963. 
en a aces snoaseanoeeaeboietnne 50 | June 1961. 
Removal of structures for realinement..................-..-....-.--... 59 | June 1962. 
a os ee mme a deibselibelbs amide’ 83 | June 1964. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is an essential part of the comprehensive plan for the develop- 
ment of the Missouri River Basin. The entire project from Sioux City to the 
mouth will stabilize the banks of the river and provide a navigable channel for 
waterborne commerce. Stabilization of the banks of the river from Sioux City 
to the mouth will insure protection against erosion to agricultural areas totaling 
over 1,800,000 acres and to municipalities, industries and other installations 
with a value of about $2 billion. ‘These installations include major railroad and 
highway bridges which receive vital protection against being flanked by the 
meandering river. Stabilization will also permit the construction of levees under 
the flood control authorization with assurance they will not be destroyed by the 
erosive action of the river. 

The control works by which the river will be stabilized are subject to destruc- 
tion by the river until the concave banks are fully stabilized. Delay in accom- 
plishing the necessary control work at the proper time results ultimately in 
increased costs, since the training structures remain vulnerable to damage by 
ice runs and floods until properly reinforced. Whenever it is necessary to defer 
essential work, maintenance costs of the project automatically increase due to 
the necessity of undertaking temporary emergency measures until the final con- 
trol works can be installed. 

Traffic surveys in 1950 indicated 4 million tons are potentially available for 
commercial transportation on the river from Sioux City to the mouth. This 
estimate was increased 25 percent to a total of 5 million tons annually as allow- 
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ance for future developments. In addition to the outbound movement of grain 
and grain products, there are increased demands for inbound.movement of other 
commodities essential to the welfare of the region. Firms in the Kansas City 
and Omaha areas have in recent years steadily increased their demands for barge 
movements of steel, petroleum products, molasses, fertilizer, and other miscel- 
laneous cargo. 

Commercial traffic transported by private carriers on this section of the river 
during 1957 unofficially amounted to about 65,000 tons. The most important com- 
modities were 15,000 tons petroleum products, 24,000 tons of iron and steel prod- 
ucts, and 14,000 tons of grain. Although commercial tonnages transported during 
1957 were somewhat less than tonnage transported in 1956, there has been a con- 
tinued increase of interest in Missouri River navigation. Local interests are 
planning expansion of existing terminal and loading facilities, and the construc- 
tion of additional facilities. Also, four additional commercial carriers have 
made recent applceations for permits to operate on the Missouri River, and one 
major railway firm has indicated that plans are being considered for barge line 
operation between Kansas City and New Orleans, and possibly along the Intra- 
coastal Canal. 


Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,500,000 will be applied to: 


Contianndl asin: ete Gam icc on cw cicecenitinbennmcunannatnhnipliaaege $2, 200 
Bank stabilization: 
Continue dike and revetment construction__________-___-___-_-___ 2, 109, 000 
Continue dredging in connection with point removal to obtain 
Gemired ita 2 a eee 27, 500 
Continue removal of structures for realinement_________________ 187, 300 
Tarun «SAMI igs cs rat cee pected ecient ion 47, 600 
Supervision and. adnlinistration. 2 gn a ee 176, 400 
Rs enikcprcneninncctdntg ds nn ane 2, 500, 000 


With the requested amount of $2,500,000 for fiscal year 1959, it will be possible 
to continue construction of essential bank stabilization work in the most critical 
areas adjacent to completed Federal levees and existing farm levees protecting 
highly developed agricultural land; to continue the program toward final stabili- 
zation of other locations and the provision of improved alinement and channel 
conditions favorable for navigation to Omaha. 

Non-Federal costs.—It is estimated that local interests have incurred costs of 
about $2,100,000 for the construction of dock and transfer facilities along this 
section of the Missouri River. Since commercial navigation on the project has 
only begun to develop to any sizable amount, private interests are also only in 
the initial stage of developing installations which will use water transportation 
as its main artery of supply. The success of present operations has stimulated 
private enterprise in planning large expenditures for grain elevators, fabricating 
plants, molasses and oil terminals. The cost of these facilities cannot be esti- 
mated at present since many are still in the preliminary planning stage. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$113,800,000 is an increase of $900,000 over the latest estimate ($112,900,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress—$740,500 of the increase is due to higher price levels. The 
remaining net increase of $159,500 resulted from revision of the work require- 
ments for completing the project and adjustments in engineering and design and 
supervision and administration. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 









































Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
73 a 
Cy) (2) [@) (4) (6) (6) 
Lands and damages__-_-_...._...-.._-_--- $62, 400 $55, 700 $4, 500 | $2, 200 
Bank stabilization____.._................--|101, 002, 400 | 82,096,800 | 2,885, 700 2, 073, 800 | $13, 4 100 
Engineering and design_--_- oe 1, 601, 000 1, 257, 900 57, 700 47, 237, 800 
Supervision and administration _____- 11, 134, 200 9, 519, 200 237, 700 176, 400 1, 200, 900 
Total sears 4 cost aisnstaeal funds 
only) ‘i calidcoeanedbebeiil .|113, 800, 000 | 92, 929, 600 3, 185, 600 2, 300, 000 15, 384, 800 
Undistribured cost tp bbor setae Rieded ; aH te None Leek esis Wb. teed 
Total project cost {Pacem 1 funds 
only) - ..|113, 800, 000 | 92,929,600 | 3,185,600 | 2,300,000 15, 384, 800 
Pending adjustment_._____-___-.--_----_-- : 9, 700 —9, 700 |...->:------|------------ 
Total cost (Federal funds ry 113, 800, 000 | 92,939,300 | 3, 175, 900, 2,300,000 | 15, 384, 800 
Undelivered orders____.__- 175, 900 —175, 900 442, 600 —442, 600 
Total obligations. __..._.....___- 98, 115 5, 200 3, 000, 000 2, 742, 600 14, 942, 200 
METHOD OF FINANCING OTe FAST | “ Bn on 
re OR: 700: BHO FS WOR Oi bikes < dceacckinwcane 
Permanent transfer since July 1, 1956_...__|_-------_-_- TT ne cists 
Unobligated carryover from prior year. es 92, 600 | | | ee 
Total funds available for obligation._|_...........| 93,207,800 | 3,242,600 |.._._..._.__|..-...-.---- 
ce eS aaa itedekd anaone |------------ 2,500,000 | 14, 942, 200 








Mr. Cannon. There are no questions. 


MISSOURI RIVER, KANSAS CITY, MO., TO THE MOUTH 


Missouri River, Kansas ae 
the Mississippi River, $4 milli 


dl, 


on. 


(The pages referred to follow :) 


MissourrI River, Kansas Crry To MoutH (9-Foor ProJecr) 


tothe mouth. It is in conjunction with 
We will insert pages 26-a through 


(Continuing) 
I, UII a i a als antl bn tebiiebdbgisieend bidend bd ie witsaaeils $3, 500, 000 
IND ta oe hoa cel ali tele Sees 4, 000, 000 
eee: al - GnGRe GNGINOOS..... as sist Waele eeeaeintion 500, 000 
The increase will be.applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
ES Se ene Oe ae | $9, 500 $9, 500 0 
Continue: 
I a cnctiaceuaboneue 2, 805, 500 3, 238, 300 $432, 800 
Dredging and point removal_....................-..-__..- 75, 000 35, 000 (—40, 000) 
I end ecicwekee 80, 000 105, 000 25, 000 
Removal of structures for realinement.__..............-.- 175, 000 205, 000 30, 000 
EE ESE CL 100, 000 100, 000 0 
Supervision and administration....................-...... 255, 000 307, 200 52, 200 
Oe tetas 3, 500,000 } 4,000, 000 500, 000 
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Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget Revised estimate 

ls Sennen tc cebbnujcnchaap seth seahscpeiguadaapaielsens PEED Be iesncccance June 1962. 
RID, oo wip ditnidd doo eb nie dbes dss edbeaneed June 1960.......... June 1960. 
Bank stabilization: 

PI I I eco a cecertlintnniamsling imine heme ean June 1962.......... June 1962. 

Dredging and point removal.....................--.-.......- June 1961........-- June 1961. 

SONOS WE GOCE 5 nit. 3h aks esas setae ia. as Do. 

Removal of structures for realinement................-...-.-]--.-- 2 cniimimenain Do. 


Location.—Navigable channel extending from Kansas City, Mo., to the mouth, 
a distance of 386.2 miles. 


Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio—1.55 to 1 for entire project, Sioux City to the mouth. 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 


Estimated Federal cost Cour of eae. a 
Estimated non-Federal cost. 
Other contributed funds__- 
Otier Costs... - sin .<025ce--- 
Total estimated project cost. ____--- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957-_____- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 
Appropriations to date_.__.............---- 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 


















1 For work under the 6-foot project pursuant to the 1913 River and Harbor Act. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channel : Channel 9 feet deep, 300 feet wide, extending from mile 386.2 at Kansas 
City, Mo., to the mouth, to be obtained by revetment of banks, construction of 
permeable dikes to stabilize the waterway, cutoffs, and dredging. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 





Percent Completion 
complete schedule 

OO. 8. 5 5 sii cntisiavdind sda idtisddabthcdutdacintdaa 90 | June 1960. 
Bank stabilization: 

SE ED VOU aos ontintin cn cane déhacachinaipenategeeapengiunaaannn 88 | June 1962. 

pe ee ee ee Re ree ee 89 | June 1961. 

TI OE TO ogden Bo cin barentiddcisendddscoquitibtcewbembaubdaats 52 Do. 

Removal of structures for realinements.-.................-.-.----..-.-- 66 Do. 
FS Ne dcdcdc Cucudcenns'gadectbeoks a cthe kahaip ainda naatatda meee: 87 | June 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is an essential part of the comprehensive plan for the development 
of the Missouri River Basin. The project will stabilize the banks of the river 
throughout the entire length of the project and will provide a navigable channel 
for waterborne commerce. Stabilization of the banks of the river from Sioux 
City to the mouth will insure protection against erosion to agricultural areas, 
totaling over 1,800,000 acres and to municipalities, industries, and other installa- 
tions with a value of about $2 billion. These installations include major railroad 
and highway bridges which receive vital protection against being flanked by the 
meandering river. Stabilization will also permit the construction of levees under 
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the flood-control authorization with assurance they will not be destroyed by the 
erosive action of the river. 

The control works by which the river will be stabilized are subject to destruc- 
tion by the river until the concave banks are fully stabilized. Delav in accom- 
plishing the necessary control work at the proper time results ultimately in 
increased costs, since the training structures remain vulnerable to damage by 
ice runs and floods until given proper reinforcement. Whenever it is necessary 
to defer essential work, maintenance costs of the project automatically increase 
owing to the necessity of undertaking temporary emergency measures until the 
final control works can be installed. 

Traffic surveys made in 1950 indicated 4 million tons are potentially available 
for commercial transportation on the river from Sioux City to the mouth. This 
estimate was increased 25 percent to a total of 5 million tons annually as allow- 
ance for future developments. In addition to the outbound movement of im- 
portant commodities of grain and grain products, there are increased demands 
for inbound movement of other commodities essential to the welfare of the 
region. In this connection, shipments of coal by barge from the Mississippi Val- 
ley were received by the Central Electric powerplant at Chamois, Mo. Firms in 
the Kansas City and Omaha areas have in recent years steadily increased their 
demands for barge movements of steel, petroleum products, molasses, fertilizer, 
and other miscellaneous cargo. 

Commercial! traffic transported by private carriers on this section of the river 
during 1957 amounted to about 260,000 tons. The most important commodities 
were about 113,000 tons of grain and grain products, about 18,000 tons of petro- 
leum products, about 100,000 tons of iron and steel products, and about 21,000 
tons of molasses. Although commercial tonnages transported during 1957 were 
somewhat less than tonnage transported in 1956, there has been a continued 
increase of interest in Missouri River navigation. Local interests are planning 
expansion of existing terminal and loading facilities, and the construction of 
additional facilities. Also, 4 additional commercial carriers have made recent 
applications for permits to operate on the Missouri River, and 1 major railway 
firm has indicated that plans are being considered for barge-line operation be- 
tween Kansas City and New Orleans, and possibly along the Intracoastal Canal. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $3,500,000 will be applied to— 


nO as com nplipid <aukchnah dwalichonians easalinaniulind $9, 500 
Bank stabilization: 
Cae Giese ana révetments...........-.................. 2 BR BO 
Continue dredging and point removal______________ 75. 000 
Continue removal of rock______________ See Td FO) as SS OTe 80, 000 
Continue removal of structures for realinements________________ 175, 000 
Engineering and design____..________ Sg Neo ones eh ee ee 100, 000 
er wnnnom: Gem GGanistration. .. ook ee ce 255, 000 


ea a daa ne ahs <a asco agence onto Sonplecadla ceiberatchossiduigbupdvacocmainccch. a Oe an 


With the requested amount of $3.500,000 for fiscal year 1959, it will be possible 
to continne the construction of bank stabilization works at critical locations 
where such work has been started to arrest bank erosion adjacent to several 
large local farm levee units, highly developed agricultural areas, and other high 
value installations. and continue the program of reinforcing pile structures in 
critical areas to reduce future maintenance. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests have contributed $644.000 toward the cost 
of the project. In addition, it is estimated that local interests have incurred 
costs of abont $3,150,000 for the construction of dock and transfer facilities 
along this section of the Missouri River and present indications are that they 
will ineur additional costs of ahout $1.650,000 in the construction of additional 
dock and transfer facilities. The latter amount is considered conservative in 
view of the annual potential tonnage available for commercial transportation 
on this section of the river. 

Status of local cooperation.—None. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$121 million is an increase of $1 million over the latest estimate snhmitted to 
Congress. Higher price levels have increased the cost $1 million. Revision of 
work requirements to complete the project resulted in a reduction of $130,000 
which was compensated hy a like increase in cost for engineering and design 
and for supervision and administration. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Project Total to Current Budget | Balance to 


Feature cost esti- June 30, | fiscal year | fiscal year | complete 
mate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages. ..................- 5 $305, 600 $258, 200 $31, 400 $9, 500 $6, 500 
Bank stabilization.._............-..- ..}108, 651, 800 | 92, 701, 200 4, 325, 400 2, 935, 500 8, 689, 700 
Engineering and design...._...............} 2,275,000 | 1,803,700 105, 000 100, 000 266, 300 
Supervision and administration. - - - _- -.| 10,412,000 | 9,034, 500 373, 000 255, 000 749, 500 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contributions) __._|121, 644,400 (103,797,600 | 4,834,800 | 3,300,000 9, 712, 000 
Undistributed costs. ........-..--- SS PROUD i ni ih, Fe etek citi db Lec ulst Binks de boden 
Total project cost (Federal funds i 
and non-Federal contributions) ... _|121, 644, 400 |103, 797,600 | 4,834,800 | 3,300,000 9, 712, 000 
Pending adjustment__.__...._.--- ie POG eo cnt ee ekdn a bonenbacadauaedanhaten 





Total cost (Federal funds and non- 


Fedéral contributions) __. 121, 644, 400 |103, 797,600 | 4, 834, 800 | 3, 300, 000 9, 712, 000 




















Federal cost.------ Séwendcececucc cass eongaeeeeas palacichccat eh SA Sl Ne hp Bam wo beat 
UE Witch octet shone ..--}121, 000, 000 |103, 153,200 | 4,834,800 | 3,300,000 9, 712, 000 
Undelivered orders._.........- ‘edn tn steaetedabee 189, 800 —189, 800 339, 900 —339, 900 
"Patel ORigmiaOOe one 25 on. ckt 5s. Lice ds 103, 343, 4, 645,000 | 3,639, 900 9, 372, 100 
DUCE COU is on 5s in ncccddnoacdscendbeenaaaieeeiaeaaee ~ went a - 
EIR ison ig vg tiie Gti wie 644, 400 OE BOE nen cnadichenane f0d~kekiben 
Total obligations. .............._--. 644, 400 OU Bieter Fs Bt. Bis tS dee eine 
METHOD OF FINANCING Awad Bee sie 
Federal funds: 
a vii deintciotaibnnnacticciatapalnetiintaceheads 102, 907,900 | 4, T7000 bc. nos hecesunces 
Permanent transfer since July 1, 1956__}......-..__- SET Ment ccnen cereadlnatnciueiisindeiaddergaaaete 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_|............]_-.....-.--. 14, 200 oo | | Se 
Total funds available for obligation__|.........__. ye aa eee Jae 
Appeoneinkions vaqite i. i<enkishccndc nchobednitdda Lae a en okcs | 3, 500, 000 9, 372, 100 





Non- Federal contributions: 
OI I FI 5 asd tn a es nie naipikenn aeenoels RD RS re a 
Unobligated carryover from prior year. 


Total funds available for obligatior 
Contributed funds required ___...__- 


wdek got talodenk de done ankeAeabtheahe wennnneeenne|eneceneeees 


LIMITATION ON CHANNEL WORK 


Mr. Cannon. Language was included in the bill last year to pro- 
hibit any character of improvement except for bank stabilization. 
Will you please give us a rather complete explanation of the types of 
work you are doing and the effect of such work on channel depth. 

General Gatioway. Yes, sir; we hope to confine the river into a 
stabilized channel. To accomplish that we are constructing cutoffs 
at various locations; we are building pile dikes. To stabilize the 
concave banks, in some cases we are constructing stone dikes with 
stone revetment, and we are following other similar measures to keep 
the channel where we put it. 

We believe by stabilizing that channel we will be able to obtain 
sufficient depth to provide the navigable depth that we desire. 

In connection with our cutoffs and in turning the water where 
we want it we do remove rock*and earth where it is necessary. 

Mr. Cannon. You have abandoned any idea of establishing a 9- 
foot channel between Kansas City and the mouth of the river? 

General Gattoway. We have not, sir. 
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Mr. Cannon. I am disappointed to hear you say that because any 
hope of establishing a continuous 9-foot channel is utterly futile. 
I know the engineers tell us, as you have told us just now, that it can 
be done. Those who live along that river, including myself, know 
the only effect of such constriction of the channel is to throw the 
water out over the surrounding land and destroy its fertility. You 
have thrown gravel and sand out over some of the most productive 
land in the United States. You have turned the floods inland and 
have gouged barrows leaving deep pools which destroy the land 
and render it unfit for cultivation. 

Let us have a map of this area. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 


DESOTO-BERTRAND BEND CUTOFF, IOWA 


Mr. Cannon. We will return temporarily to the DeSoto-Bertrand 
Bend. Mr. Jensen has some questions. 

Mr. Jensen. General, as you may know, the Migratory Bird and 
Conservation Commission was unanimously favorable in their action 
establishing the DeSoto-Bertrand Bend Wildlife Refuge. Had you 
known that they had acted favorably ? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, in our conference report last year we stated 
that contingent on the favorable action of the Migratory Bird and 
Conservation Commission the Army engineers would proceed with 
the cutoff at the bend. 

General GaLLtoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Last year Congress appropriated $200,000 to the In- 
terior Department to be expended on this project. 

Now we are told by Mr. Jansen, the Director of Fish and Wildlife 
Service, that it will be necessary for the Fish and Wildlife Service 
to have sufficient money to use for a dirt fill to shut off the intake and 
outlet at the bend while the Army engineers are making the cutoff 
in order that silt which comes down the river will not be deposited in 
the made lake, so to speak. 

Do you understand that that is necessary in order that both projects 
might go forward at once, while the Army engineers are making the 
cutoff, the Fish and Wildlife Service must have sufficient funds to do 
their part so far as the fills at the upper intake and the outlet are 
concerned in order that the work may progress safely ? 

General Gattoway. To plug it off and to make a true lake out of 
it, it will be necessary. 

Mr. Jensen. I understand when they fill that intake and the out- 
let with dirt, which I presume will come from your cutoff, that that 
will finally act as a levee and a road will be built on top of that levee. 
Do you understand that ? 

General GatLoway. I was not aware of that but it seems to me to be 
the natural thing. 

Mr. Jensen. That is what they planned to do. 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir. . 

Mr. Jensen. But the Army engineers will proceed, I presume, on 
that cutoff in fiscal 1959, that is after July 1, if everything is in 
readiness ? 
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General Gattoway. Sir, we have programed some money. We are 
in a position to start this fiscal year if the rights-of-way were avail- 
able. I do not believe they will be available. We have money avail- 
able to proceed with the work in 1959, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. The Migratory Bird and Conservation Commission 
did not meet and approve this project until after this committee had 
marked up this bill and the bill had gone to the House, so Mr. Jansen, 
the Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, testified before the 
Senate Interior Committee about a week ago requesting an additional 
$345,000 which he said would be needed to do this construction work 
that I have just spoken of. 

After that is done the land that is necessary will be bought accord- 
ing to Mr. Jansen’s statement to me, and I think he made the same 
statement to the Senate committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to explain that to the committee at this 
time while the general was here. 

Mr. Jensen. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


MISSOURI RIVER, KANSAS CITY TO THE MOUTH 


Mr. Cannon. Will you point out Kansas City on this map? 

Mr. Brecker. Right here, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. From that point to the confluence of the Missouri 
with the Mississippi you have been trying to establish a 9-foot channel. 
How much money are you spending during the current year on the 
maintenance of a 9-foot channel in that area ? 

General GaLLoway. For maintenance of that particular work in 
our budget for fiscal year 1959 we have a figure of $3,130,000. 

Mr. Cannon. That is for the year 1958? 

General Ga.LLoway. For fiscal year 1959, sir; $2,907,821 was last 
year’s amount. 

FUNDS SPENT FOR CHANNEL WORK 


Mr. Cannon. How much of that was to establish a 9-foot channel 
as distinguished from stabilization of the banks? 

General Gatitoway. The figures I quoted were for maintenance. 
You mean as distinguished from new construction? For maintenance 
last year we spent 

Mr. Cannon. We want a sharp distinction between the amount 
you spent to establish a 9-foot channel and the amount you spent to 
stabilize the banks. What you have spent in order to establish a 9-foot 
channel has been spent to destroy stabilization of the banks. 

How much have you spent for stabilization of the banks and how 
much have you spent for the 9-foot channel ? 

General Gatioway. Sir, in new construction or maintenance? 

Mr. Cannon. For any purpose whatever on the river between Kan- 
sas City and the Mississippi. 

General Gatioway. Sir, the 9-foot channel, as I envision it and as 
we hope to obtain it, is a byproduct of our bank stabilization program. 

Mr. Cannon. On the contrary you have been sacrificing the banks in 
an utterly hopeless effort to establish a 9-foot channel. You are trying 
to do something that never can be done, and in doing it you are destroy- 
ing the most fertile land in the United States on both sides of that 
river. 
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General Gatxoway. Sir, I feel the work we have been doing, and 
the work we are doing now in the way of revetments and dikes and 
similar works, have been for the purpose of stabilizing the channel and 
preventing bank erosion, to establish bank stabilization, and from that 
when we have a channel established then we feel that we will get a 9- 
foot channel. 

Mr. Cannon. This committee and the Congress have for the past 
4 or 5 years directed you to spend no money on an attempt to develop 
a 9-foot channel. You were specifically directed to spend all money 
in that area on stabilization of the banks. 

Have you complied with that direction of the Congress ? 

General Gatioway. I believe we have, sir. We have tried to, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The residents along the banks of the river are raising 
that question. They say the engineers have destroyed vast areas of 
fertile land there in an utterly futile effort to establish a 9-foot channel. 
It cannot be done. The bottom of the river is solid rock, living rock, 
in many places and no amount of scouring by a constricted channel 
can affect it. 

We have had a prohibition in the bill against money for the de- 
velopment of a 9-foot channel. All funds provided are to be used in 
the stabilization of the banks. 

I am in close touch with everyone who lives on that river and I 
am familiar with local conditions. 

What the engineers have been attempting to do cannot be done. 
They have had 10 years, or more, to demonstrate the efficiency of 
their methods and have failed in every attempt. 

Mr. Jensen. Are the Army engineers dredging in your part of the 
river ¢ 

Mr. Cannon. They have constricted the channel in an effort to scour 
out the bottom to a 9-foot channel. You cannot scour out solid rock. 
They have destroyed thousands of acres of the most fertile land in the 
world and destroyed it irrevocably. 

When the experiments first began, when we had an overflow, it 
would wash sand out over the arable land in the vicinity. But we 
could go along with these deep plows especially designed for the pur- 
pose and by plowing 3 feet deep we could plow the furrow upside 
down and turn the soil bank up to the surface. 

sut that can no longer be done. They have thrown such a depth 
of sand and gravel over the land and the floods have gouged out 
great areas of holes so deep they can never be filled. They have de- 
stroyed the land beyond hope of reclamation. 

The engineers will tell you, as the General has just answered, what 
they have attempted to do, but he has not told you that they have 
accomplished it or that they can accomplish it. 

The mavor of Mokane, told me he was 64 years of age, and that 
in all his life he had never seen the overflow water reach the corporate 
limits of the town. 

He said that since the engineers put those retards and dikes in the 
river in an endeavor to establish a 9-foot channel they sometimes 
had to have a boat to cross the main street in the city. That was never 
known before the engineers tried to establish the 9-foot channel. 

Tf they have not established it today you cannot do it in the future. 
They cannot scour out solid rock. And the distance is too great to 





‘ 
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blast out the rock. It cannot be done. A 9-foot channel is an irrides- 
cent dream. 

This committee and the Congress placed in the bill instructions not 
to spend 2.7 ut the money appropriated for the Missouri River in an 
attempt to construct a 9-foot channel that all the money spent in this 
area should be spent for bank stabilization. 


STATUTORY PROHIBITION AGAINST CHANNEL WORK 


The General now tells me he is attempting to establish a 9-foot 
channel, and that he has not complied with the instructions in the bill. 
Actually he has violated the instructions of the Congress not to do it. 
That is the situation in which we find ourselves. 

We will have the statute read. 

Mr. Cup (reading) : 

Provided further, That none of the funds appropriated for “Construction, geu- 
eral”, in this Act shall be used on the project “Missouri River, Kansas City to 
mouth”, for any purpose other than bank stabilization work : 

Mr. Cannon. In attempting to establish a 9-foot channel you have 
been violating the statute under which this money was provided. 
Under the law you cannot spend a dollar except for the purpose it was 
appropriated. 

General GatLtoway. Sir, I have been trying to spend every cent we 
have had for the purpose of bank stabilization in that stretch. 

Mr. Cannon. You told me before you were still trying to establish 
a 9-foot channel. 

General GaLLoway. Hoping to do that, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You cannot do both. You have to sacrifice one or 
the other. We have decided you should sacrifice the 9-foot channel. 

Your failure to abide by the instruction of the statutes has con- 
tributed to the greatest disaster that ever betook the land owners along 
the river. 

We have been working under a new law under which we were able 
to establish drainage districts on the Missouri River similar to those 
along the Mississippi River. 

On the Mississippi River, which is an entirely different stream, we 
have not had an overflow of agricultural land in 40 years to my certain 
knowledge. Ihave a farm there. 

Over on the Missouri River we thought we could establish levees 
and have the same protection afforded on the Mississippi. 

But in 1951 flood assisted by these retards, dikes and revetments 
you had put in there swept away every levee from Jefferson City to 
St. Louis. : 

Now, we hope that through the building of these 5 or 6 dams in 
the Northern watersheds we will be able to sep the current down to a 
point where we can again build the levees and protect the land. But 
as long as you insist on this utterly fantastic policy, this Alice in 
Wonderland idea, of building a 9-foot channel between St. Louis and 
Kansas City, it cannot be done. We will again instruct you not to 
do it and we expect you to abide by those instructions, General Gallo- 
way. 

Mr. Buper. This is quite interesting. The justifications here say 
that the commercial] tonnage transported during 1957 was less than 
in 1956. I think that is the first time I have seen that, I am wonder- 
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ing why the emphasis on the 9-foot channel if the traffic has decreased. 
r. Cannon. Of course, we can still handle barges on the river, 
but we cannot handle deep-draft vessels which was the idea of the 
9-foot channel. We cannot send oceangoing vessels from the gulf 
up to Kansas City. 
LITTLE SIOUX RIVER, IOWA 


The Little Sioux River, $2,700,000. 
We will insert pages 32-a through 38. 
(The pages referred to follows :) 


LITTLE SIOUX RIVER, IOWA 


(Continuing) 
a ch assignees log tn tesa mires a nabs na oneness $1, 700, 000 
I said saiicignies saber tarce eompoaes jaoenapeb iene 2, 700, 000 
I Oa cal ads war es eesnllecne arene miahaciahplicppaisies 1, 000, 000 


The increase will be ee as follows: 


























| 
| 1959 budget | Revised | Increase 
estimate | 
Initiate levee and channel improvements, unit II, sec. I $500, 000 0 | —$500, 000 
Continue levee and channel improvements, unit II, sec. I__- 0 $500, 000 500, 000 
Initiate levee and channel improvements: | 
Unit I, see. IT- ‘ 0} 235, 000 | 235, 000 
Unit IV, see. I__. " ‘ | 400, 000 400, 000 0 
Unit IV, sec. II__- 0 350, 000 | 350, 000 
Initiate raising and extending C. & N. W. Ry. bridge on unit | 
i: 211, 500 400, 000 | 188, 500 
Initiate raising and extending C. &. N. W. Ry bridge on unit | 
i ie , wou 160, 000 267, 500 | 107, 500 
Initiate raising State highway 37 bridge on unit IT 40, 100 40, 100 | 0 
Initiate raising State highway 37 bridge on unit IV __- 16, 200 16, 200 | 0 
Initiate and complete channel control structure, stage IT _- | 135, 000 224, 000 | 89, 000 
Complete raising C. &. N. W. Ry bridge on unit I____ 7, 200 | 7, 200 | 0 
Engineering and design ‘ ; : 120, 000 130, 000 | 10, 000 
Supervision and administration _- : Seed 110, 000 130, 000 | 20, 000 
eS 7 ssucboeenues 1, 700, 000 2, 700, 000° 1, 000, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
| 1959 budget | Revised estimate 
Relocations. a a a ha meas riiaamiale p areeeeanee 1962_...; December 1961. 
Little Sioux River: | 
a eh a ok Saisiop deans Cepule abel June 1958. ....--.-. | June 1958. 
ee ee Sn eguedwanmmndomeinie aiieuie REMY Sete cs ences | May 1960. 
Maple River, unit IV_----.- ...-----------| September 1960....| November 1959. 
Remaining Little Sioux River and tribute OD a Bi aught ln | June 1963..........| December 1961. 
Epeeermon etrucsure, Gestitieg basi... ....-..........-.........-}----- OC. Zee tidasiwe Do. 


Ee si ite pe occingaidaedctectanssacen 


iene ip EOntatdhaeneousl Do. 


Location.—Along the Little Sioux River and its tributaries in Monona and 
Harrison Counties in northwestern Iowa. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.19 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Pe Se OGNEE COUN on. oo< oo ceinnagne ss dcavnastnbicpenamadooananin 
Creer SemenInetteS SUBOG.... nnn ncesniccsscccdsisaqntbantcelocuvedseaee 
CO I arn inn cnn jel casinh ban weiesin ales eeehseaie 

Total estimated project cost -___-.- 

Appropriations to June 30, 1957__- 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 

Ee BD GRO 6. od ae ttim cece cencesnegecttioenensnacpbinniwaaeee 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959. 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 








1 Includes permanent transfer to project of $147,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees : 
Average height: 12 feet. 
Length : 138 miles. 
Floodwallis: None. 
Relocations (Federal) : 
Raise 1 and raise and extend 2 Chicago & Northwestern Railway bridges. 
Raise 3 Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad bridges. 
Raise 29 highway bridges. 
Channels: 
34 miles of enlargement and straightening on main stem. 
35 miles of enlargement and straigitening on tributaries. 
Pumping plants: none. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 





Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
iit ind base vidland ubidiasnatpdibtincthibincteaeaedtaitield | December 1962. 


0 

De ND hs ono nedncebndetcdipnsusnndbaidampeinbal 89 | June 1958. 
ET PES 2... sa oo cneenamnen niblen cibaghetaeleeonian erase aiee 0 | May 1961. 
Deepen We Ai lor a  alledsdabeadaceues 0 | September 1960. 
Remaining Little Sioux River and tributaries 0 | June 1963, 
Diversion structure, desilting basin 0 Do. 

Entire project 26 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Little Sioux project is urgently needed to provide flood protection to the 
lower portion of the Little Sioux Basin which is subject to frequent and prolonged 
damaging floods. The extremely flat slope of the stream channels in this area 
retards the flows of water, and the flat slopes of the adjacent lands, roads, grades 
and ditch spoil banks, prolong the period of fllooding. The project will protect 
upproximately 120,500 acreas of very productive, highly developed farm land, 
including 340 farmsteads from damaging floods. In addition, essentially all of 
the towns of Hornick, Holly Springs and Luton, and a part of Turin are subject 
to comparatively frequent flooding, and a part of River Sioux, Blencoe, Onawa, 
Whiting, and Sloan are subject to flooding by more severe floods. The proposed 
project would provide protection against all past floods of record. It would have 
prevented estimated damages in excess of $2,500,000 from the flood of March- 
April 1951, the greatest flood of modern record in this area. Flood damages 
resulting from June 1954 flood in the entire Little Sioux Basin have been esti- 
mated at $3,200,000. Annual flood control benefits are estimated to be $945,700. 


25230—58—pt. 2——-48 








Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,700,000 will be applied to 


Initiate levee and channel improvements, unit IT, section I-.-_._______ $500, 000 
Initiate levee and channel improvements, unit IV, section I.._________~ 400, 000 
Initiate raising and extending Chicago & North Western Railway 

Bridge on unit IT. 2 ae ii ete Re ntnads ceeded es _ 211,500 
Initiate raising and ‘extending Chics ago  & North WwW estern Railway 


bridge on unit IV_____-_-__- ae cal oe eae pe Seo 
Initiate raising State Highway 3 37 bridge on ‘unit ee aie ee a 40, 100 
Initiate raising State Highway 37 bridge on unit IV______________ bee 16, 200 
Initiate and complete channel control structure, stage IT_...__-________ 135, 000 
Complete raising Chicago & North Western Railway bridge on unit I___ 7, 200 
Engineering and design- dll aiiiletig res pei nina cocina neath label Ae Tae 120, 000 
Supervision and administration_ Kawai cebaene a aang aan ee Ge SOT es 
OCR Riis ales pt etn Dir iicige aloe aa eae aomadaeebitt Seialiberee = ae ee 


Initiation of unit II, from the mouth of the Maple River to the proposed diver- 
sion ditch, and unit IV, the Maple River, is required in July 1958 in order 
provide a completed channel with levees on these units for the 1961 flows 
Raising and extending two railroad bridges and raising two State highway 
bridges must be initiated in fiscal year 1958 in order to pass the design flows upon 
completion of units II and IV. Design studies and the preparation of plans and 
specifications for additional work will be continued. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required for local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $3,390,000, broken down as 
follows: 


Lands (4,200 acres) - lobe Me ciedsiciia eit) Shee eS 8 aaa 
Relocation of utilities and ‘struc cade led ea: ‘ oan ato 59, 300 
Relocation of roads including new bridges_ 


eedbibagiate = wnanactaanackooudne see _ 1, 986, 400 
ener ae Orermee oe) AEE Sd OS ek et ee 264, 300 


Rit eiadhisesesnackineiesanansl woleaw : ‘ ‘ 3, 390, COO 


to 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $133,900 
including $56,700 for annual cost of future major replacements. 

The original construction cost of the existing flood-control and drainage im- 
provements by local interests in the lower basin was in excess of $2 million. 
Subsequent maintenance costs have been high because of the necessity for 
frequent removal of large quantities of deposited sediment and frequent repair 
of flood damaged levees. The total cost to local interests for maintenance 
probably equals or exceeds the original construction cost. 

Status of loc ‘al cooperation.—The project is sponsored by two separate drainage 
districts, the Nagel Drainage District and the Little Sioux Intercounty Drainage 
District. Formal assurances of local cooperation were approved on February 28, 
1956, and approximately 25 percent of the rights-of-way required for the project 
have been acquired. All rights-of-way required for unit I have been secured. 
Local interests will be requested to acquire additional rights-of-way for units II 
and IV during fiscal year 1958. Local interests have contracted for the construc- 
tion of three new bridges over the relocated channel on unit I. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$15,500,000 is a decrease of $2 million from the latest estimate ($17,500,000) 
submitted to Congress. This decrease is due primarily to favorable bid prices 
and reduction in contingencies based on work placed under contract and advance- 
ment of design. 
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Summary construction program. ( (Par, jiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current Budget fis- | Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) 4) (5) (6) 
Relocations............----.-.-...-.-------| $2, 607, 600 0 $67,000 | $385,000 | $2, 155, 600 
Channels... - bla wkd ik cn od el ail | 3, 184, 600 $702, 500 597, 600 285, 000 1, 599, 500 
Levees . = ...| 7,602,000 897, 900 1, 705, 100 | 600, 000 4, 399, 000 
Diversion structure......................-- 110, 100 | 0 0 0 | 110, 100 
Engineering and design__-- eee .| 1,056, 000 406, 900 130, 000 120, 000 399, 100 
Supervision and administr: ation. __--. : 939, 700 111, 400 130, 000 110, 000 588, 300 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
only ) ; eer : ..| 15, 500, 000 2, 118, 700 2, 629, 700 1, 500, 000 9, 251, 600 
Undistributed cost_- linia te lied died a ssa None 


Total project cost (Federal funds 





only) saecaeatos aera 15, 500, 000 2, 118, 700 2, 629, 700 1, 500, 000 9, 251, 600 
Pending adjustment...................-... ; 6, 500 —6, 500 
Total cost (Federal funds only)... - 15, 500, 000 | 2,125, 200 2, 623, 200 1, 500, 000 9, 251, 600 
Undelivered orders. .........-.- 5 6 agg-ndntiinamindniaiaaiies 408, 200 | M8, 200 200, 700 | — 200, 700 
meee CRM ONR sb bk ce oc dhl | al. 2, 533, 400 2, ‘21 5, 000 1,700,700 | 9,050, 900 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations 2, 902,100 | 2, 000, 000 
Permanent transfers s ince July i is erences ------| —300,000 147, 000 |._-. en 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_-__--|-- aia 5 a aiad 68, 700 700 
Total funds available for obligation...|............| 2,602,100 | 2,215,700 ee 
Appropriations required_......-- cs Sheet te gee edin’ Rata ...-| 1,700,000 | 9,050,900 


Mr. Cannon. If there are no questions we will proceed. 

Mr. Jensen. Is the work on the Little Sioux progressing in a satis- 
factory manner, General ? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I believe you had some unexpended balances from last 
year, did you not? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir, we had an unexpended balance of 
about $476,000 from last year. 

Mr. Jensen. What brought about that situation? Was it that 
rainy season which held back some of the contracts ? 

General GaLttoway. Yes, sir. We also had some considerable re- 
planning of the work and redesign of the work to achieve better results. 

In the Lower Sioux we had considerable damage to various of the 
levees in the lower part of the river. We are investigating new 
remedial measures which held up our award of some of the ¢ ontracts. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Jensen. What was the local contribution on this project 
General ? 

General GaLttoway. The local contribution is estimated at $3,390,000. 

Mr. Jensen. And the part which the Federal Government is re- 
quired to spend is what ? 

General GaLLoway. $15,500,000. 

Mr. JENSEN. That is quite a different picture, Mr. Chairman, from 
what was found in many of these other project requests—which cost 
as much as $100 million with scarcely a penny of local contribution. 

When this project was first sug gested I told the people up there 
they would have to show their interest in this project by purchasing 
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the necessary land, purchasing the necessary rights-of-way, building 
the necessary bridges that will be required. 

They said that is all right, they realize that and are ready to do it. 

If that had been done on some of these other projects, if the Repre- 
sentatives or Senators from those States, or the Army engineers, or 
the Bureau of Reclamation would explain to those folks that want 
these various projects that it would be necessary for the local interests 
to pay a substantial amount of money if they want these projects, then 
the same picture would exist on all of those projects, I believe, as exists 
on the Little Sioux. 

This project will take 390 farmers out of the flood areas, where the 
floodwaters had been inundating 120,000 acres of land there for about 
every other year. They were at the end of the road. Many of those 
farmers did not have another dime of credit at the banks. They were 
in debt no end. 

They said “Well, if we have a reasonable length of time to pay that 
portion which we should pay, of course we will be happy to pay it.” 

They have the project underway now, and the mouth of the river 
has been opened, so that if rainfall should occur in that great valley 
the water can get away a lot quicker, even now, than it could before 
the project was started. 

I am therefore just a little proud of the fact that my people are 
paying a substantial share of this great project which they are so 
happy to have, and it has saved a number of farmers from bankruptcy, 
soto speak. They are extremely happy about it. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, this committee does not have to apologize 
for the position we are taking now in insisting that local interests 
should show their appreciation of what Congress is willing to do if 
they will show that they are willing to spend some money on these 
projects, too, along with Uncle Sam. 


MISSOURI RIVER AGRICULTURE LEVEES, SIOUX CITY, IOWA TO THE MOUTH 


Mr. Cannon. Missouri River agricultural levees, $314 million. 
Insert pages 40a through 47. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION (FLOOD CONTROL) 
PROJECT SPECIFICALLY AUTHORIZED BY CONGRESS 
Missourt RiveR AGRICULTURAL LEVEES, Stoux City, Iowa, TO THE MouTH 


(Continuing) 


IRI ie cas caisinindina eh niles nies dali kim saiande Seis earn ceeneetinapeclbonn $2, 800, 000 
Revised estimate_____~_- shee adie casidpont sere aitalenniaiciaees mceeaaitnittnn te Wks ers 3, 500, 000 
I i REDE” OUNCE UI sn ccreecverhcmninter dp dna ssn orntirkanesnn esl iestacelanlre aoa 700, 000 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 














1959 budget | Revised Increase 
| estimate 
| 
Unit R520: Continue levee construction... .-............--.-- i $161, 000 | $386, 000 $225, 000 
Unit L519-512-504: Continue levee construction________..__- 1, 091, 500 1, 091, 500 0 
Unit L455: Continue levee construction._..................- 170, 500 350, 000 179, 500 
Unit L426-419: Continue levee construction... | 135, 000 350, 000 215, 000 
Unit R351: Initiate levee construction... ..............-._---- 272, 600 | 272, 600 0 
Unit L345-330: Continue levee construction................... 323, 000 j 368, 500 45, 500 
Entire project: | 
Engineering and design._.................- ab taciviteaukallll 468, 400 | 468, 400 0 
Supervision and administration..........................- } 178, 000 | 213, 000 35, 000 
ES eiidkon pos ninenstneenbtbhasaadadeine eee | 2, 800, 000 | 3, 500, 000 700, 000 


Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget | Revised estimate 





Unit L691 
Unit R520_ 


December 1958. 


_.| November 1961. 
June 1959. 


} 

: November 1961_- 
i 
' 


Unit L519-512-504_ __ June 1968 ! .-| June 1964. 
Modification: Unit R513-512__ < June 1958. ; June 1988. 

Unit L497-_. a taPeee ...--| June 1960___.__- November 1959. 
Unit 1.455__. icin acletnaiailliartehamintaia termes eee May 1963 _- “é May 1962. 

Unit R440 i ap ateee ae 5 : , | June 1958 June 1958. 

Unit L426-419 ake ; ‘ __...-------| June 1964____.__.-| June 1962. 

Unit R351. duce és - nine aeenaiban June 1962 ‘ ; Do. 

Unit L345-330_.____- kaha deman isiedanasacuabeengoes-etnabinted ana a aati acca Do. 





1 An integral segment of this unit complete in itself and providing fiood protection for the area contained 
therein is scheduled to be completed in 1961. 


Location Along both sides of Missouri River from Sioux City, Iowa, to the 
mouth, a distance of 765 miles. 


Authorization.—1941 and 1944 flood control acts and Public Law 754, 84th 
Cong., 2d sess. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.16 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





| Accumulated 








Amount percent of 
| _ estimated 
| |? Federal! cost 
— ee ee _ -— — —— ——E ——— — \. — 
Estimated Federal cost..................--.----- Lodimcansdecdke oe aenans hahha se 
Hatimated ira OUNOE GUN ooo: onsen adnan the unonsnnscaicnmdndadinannstil 14, 684, 400 tlie os 
Cash contributions - - ; BE bn. §. asic : 


Other costs iu Jos, eS : a 


Estimated project cost... ettpbineeahdbieids DOE Ge GORA, «. Se cittecictrdcc 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957- - | 30, 748, 000 |_....-- Ritten 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958... as : 3, 510, 000 }_.......- . 
Appropriations to date - nittinat dail di 4. Rise ues 34, 258, 000 19 
Appropriations requested for fiseal year 1959_..___.. sain dndienticdeamediaiid 2, 800, 000 21 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959... ............--..-._--- DOE Cac cdtehendinenes 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 12.6 feet. 
Length (Sioux City to mouth) : 1,586 miles. 
Area protected: 1,500,000 acres. 
Relocations: Raise 58 railroad bridges and 32.4 miles of track, involving 10 
railroads. 








si aon Yeh Jorn 


676 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 





| 
Percent | Completion 


complete schedule 
Units L-627-624, R-580, L-575, R-573, R-562, L-561-550, R-548, L-536, 100 
R-513-512 (Sec. I & II,) R-500, L-488, L-482, L-476, L-448-443, and L-400. 

Unit L-691 (Preparation of design memo underway) -.-................--..- 0 | November 1961. 
Unit R-520 (initial contract to be adverrised March 1958) _............._..- 0 | December 1958. 
RUNGE se 2 SU AER PO be ike Semainenthdincin ak aa 11 | June 1968,! 
Modification: Unit R-513-512 (construction under supervision of county )--| 4 | June 1958. 

Unit L-497__._...__-- en ee eee 96 | June 1960. 
Unit L-455 (preparation ‘of design. memo underw ay). ie ie oe gi ee 0 | May 1963. 
Unit R-440__ ' crnadua wate A ra SR ge 94 | June 1958. 
Unit L-426-419 ‘(prepar: ation of design memo complete ). Be ee eS os 0 | June 1964. 


Unit R-351 (preparation of design memo underway)-..-...-..-..-..--- aid 0 | June 1962. 
Unit L-345-330- 8 | June 1965. 
Entire project 





! An integral segment of this unit comnlete in itself and providing flood protection for the area contained 
therein is scheduled to be completed in 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Missouri River agricultural levees would provide substantial protection 
alone, and in combination with upstream reservoir projects included in the com- 
prehensive plan for improvement for flood control and other purposes in the 
Missouri River Basin, will provide protection against destructive floods of a 
magnitude equal to those of past record for 50 small communities, 1,500,000 
acres of agricultural lands, highways, railroad lines, and power and communi- 
cation facilities in the Missouri River flood plain. It is estimated that property 
losses, crop losses and other damages in rural areas and small communities along 
the main stem of the Missouri River, between Sioux City, Iowa, and the mouth, 
have amounted to approximately $375 million during the period 1942 through 
1954. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,800,000 will be applied to: 


Unit R-520: Complete levee construction_______._.___-__-_._-----_--- $161, 000 
Unit L—-519—-512-504: Continue levee construction___________________ 1, 091, 500 
Unit L—455: Continue levee construction___.___..._..-_-_.____._-_ 170, 500 
Unit L—426—419: Continue levee construction_____________________-_ 135, 000 
Unit R-ool : Initiate levee construction......< «eons no-o scence 272, 600 
Unit L-345-330: Continue levee construction____________________ = 323, 000 
Entire project: Engineering and design________.__._________..._-- 468, 400 
Entire project: Supervision and administration_____._.._.___________ 178, 000 

li ares cath tcnaelstanleandoliaanniaiink 2, 800, 000 


Funds programed for fiscal year 1959 are required for continuing contracts in 
force and to be awarded during the budget year for construction of levees in 
units R-520, L-519-512-504, L-455, L-426-419, R-351, and L-345-330. Funds 
are also required for continuation of planning on additional units in order that 
plans and specifications will be completed and ready for advertisement upon 
receipt of additional construction funds. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $14,684,400, broken down as 
follows: 








ee eC etinncusmemiuetg oe ieee use ceowees $9, 415, 300 
Relocation of highways, roads, utilities, buildings, ete....._._...____- 5, 269, 100 
TN i ie ae sti cara tothe ning mini st pide A ee Se a 14, 684, 400 


Local interests are required to provide without cost to the United States all 
lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the proj- 
ects, hold and save the United States free from damages due to construction of 
the works, and maintain and operate all the works after completion. The an- 
nual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $500,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have satisfactorily fulfilled all re- 
quirements of local cooperation necessary for construction of completed units 
and have met necessary requirements to date for units underway. The current 
schedule provides for initiation of construction on units R-520, L-455, and L-426- 
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419 the latter half of fiscal year 1958, with continuation of work on these units in 
fiscal year 1959. Levee unit R-351 is scheduled for initiation in fiscal year 1959. 
Formal assurances were received for unit R—-520 on July 31, 1957. Sponsors of 
the remaining units scheduled for initiation in fiscal year 1958 and fiscal year 1959 
are organized and ready to furnish assurances as soon as requested. Assurances 
will be requested as soon as final alinements have been determined. No difficulty 
is anticipated in obtaining the necessary rights-of-way. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate 
of $178 million is an increase of $6 million over the latest estimate ($172 million) 
submitted to Congress—$4,543,000 of the increase is due to price level rise. 
Engineering and design, and supervision and administration features have been 
increased a total of $1,073,000 to provide for contributions to the retirement fund. 
Minor adjustments from contract settlements and more detailed design studies 
account for the remainder of the increase ($384,000). 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 








! 
Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year | cal year | complete 
estimate 1957 | 1958 1959 | after fiscal 
| | year 1959 
(1) (2) | (3) (4) | (5) (6) 
Completed units: L-627-624; R-580; L- | 
575; R-573; R-562; L-561-550; R-548; 
L-536; R-513-512; R-500; L-488; R-482; | | | 
and L-476__- . : eee 354, 800 |$18, 354, 800 eal we at 
L-#1.. s 1, 133, 400 | 14, 700 | $15, 000 $10,000 | $1,093, 700 
R-520.- - - - - , = 543, 300 | 33, 400 | 190, 000 319, 900 : a 
L-519-512-504_- : | 15, 300, 000 1,355, 600 | 1, 236, 200 1,215,500 | 11, 492, 700 
L-497__- 1,705,000 | 1, 198, 900 | 478, 400 | 4, 800 | 22. 900 
R-471-460___ -- 3, 650, 000 | 3, 100 17, 000 | 21, 200 3, 608, 700 
L-455 2, 500, 000 68, 200 | 46, 300 266,500} 2,119, 000 
L-448-443 2,741,300 | 2,739, 900 1, 400 i aa 
R-440 7. 1, 545, 000 1, 421, 400 122, 500 1, 100 ae 
L-426-419___. : Rctdadeee 3, 314, 000 | 173, 500 333, 500 150, 000 2, 658, 000 
L-408......-- ben 2, 140, 000 | 4, 900 | 19, 200 63, 600 2, 052, 300 
L-400_- ; --.---| 1,012,800 | 1,007, 500 5, 300 | ; 
R-395-393 _ - - . - ; : 960, 000 200 | 5, 300 21, 200 933, 300 
1-392... 1, 190, 000 31, 100 26, 500 10, 600 1, 121, 800 
L-885_...-..- 1, 645, 000 7, 400 42, 400 10, 600 1, 584, 600 
R-351....... , ae 1, 460, 000 1, 200 40, 200 120, 000 1, 298, 600 
L-345-330 age aon --| 5,515,000 451, 700 151, 100 397, 000 4, 515, 200 
Modification; unit R-513-512- -_- : od 237, 000 9, 800 227, 200 = 
Atchison Bridge (mile 434.5) : 810, 000 0 1, 400 1, 000 807, 600 
Leavenwurth Bridge (mile 408.2) -- 2, 250, 000 0 1, 400 53, 000 2, 195, 600 
Remaining units ai ie __.....| 109, 992, 400 3, 439, 600 138, 200 26, 400 | 106, 388, 200 
Total applied cost Cor ral funds 
only) _.|178, 000, 000 | 30, 316, 900 3, 098, 500 2, 692, 400 | 141, 892, 200 
Undistributed cost_- -- . ‘ rv . None | ii 
Total project cost (Federal funds | 
only) ...----..----|178, 000, 000 | 30,316, 900 3, 098, 500 | 2,692,400 | 141, 892, 200 
Pending adjustment.___....-..------ hall 900 —900 aa 
Total cst (Federal funds only) 178, 000, 000 | 30,317,800 | 3,097,600 | 2,692,400 | 141, 892, 200 
Undelivered orders : 407,600 | —407, 600 | 949,800 | —949, 800 
Total obligations sa} oe 725, 400 | 2, 690, 000 3, 642, 200 | 140, 942, 400 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriati»ns =~ 30, 847,600 | 3,510,000 a eae 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956. | | —100, 000 | ee 
Unobligated carryover from prior years 3 ae 22, 2 200° 842, 200 icp 
Funds available for obligation ogi ae 532, 200 | ii 
Appropriations required a __......| 2, 800, 000 | 140, 942, 4 400 





ERRORS IN 1958 ESTIMATES 


Mr. Cannon. In last year’s program, General Galloway, you 
scheduled $74,300 to complete unit R-520 in fiscal year 1958. Now 
you show $386,000 to continue it in fiscal year 1959. 

What is the situation with regard to that ? 
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General Gattoway. Sir, our prospects of getting that work under 
way decreased because we had to modify our planning and designing 
of that project to effect greater economies in the construction work. 
We have not yet awarded the contracts and expect to award contracts 
for that in July of this year, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. We were under the impression, after having appro- 
priated the money, that this project would be completed in this fiscal 
year. 

I see on page 790 that you told us in fiscal year 1958 on unit R-520 
you would complete levee construction with $74,300. Now instead 
of completing it you ask $386,000 in order to continue it. How can 
we reconcile these two representations made by the Department to the 
committee ? 

General Gattoway. Sir, there were difficulties in rights-of-way 
acquisition in connection with this which slowed down the work, As 
I say, the main delay was caused by modification of the planning to 
see if we could not get work achieved in better fashion and with more 
economy in construction. 

Mr. Cannon. You certainly missed the mark on economy because 
you want $386,000 more. 

General GaLLoway. We have not yet started it, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Could you not foresee at the time that you made this 
representation to us last year all of these contingencies which might 
arise, and which did arise ? 

General Gattoway. Possibly, sir, yes. I think we were too opti- 
mistic in our approach. 

Mr. Cannon. General Galloway, the committee cannot make its 
appropriations on a basis of optimistic hopes. We expect, when you 
are speaking of facts and when you indicate specific sums, to be able 
to depend on your testimony. Why hold these hearings if you tell us 
you will complete this with the money we gave and then the next 
year tell us you have changed your plans and were a little too 
optimistic ? 

Perhaps you are too optimistic with everything else you are telling 
us this year. We have to be able to depend on this information. We 
must expect to have a large degree of accuracy here. 

General GatLtoway. I was saying, sir, that my hindsight on the 
thing was better than my foresight of last year. 

It was based on our best calculations at the time, but it proved to 
be too optimistic. 

Mr. Cannon. Might not that situation apply to all the other projects 
you submitted for the next fiscal year? 

General Gattoway. I do not think so. 

Mr. Cannon. This has happened so many times, General, that we 
trust in the future you will be a little more accurate rather than opti- 
mistic. 

We would like to know accurately what amount we can build this 
for. Frequently we would not appropriate money at all if we knew 
at the beginning it would cost as much as it does before we are 
through with it. 

In times like these, when we are running in the red, when we have 
to conserve the resources of the Treasury, we would like to know 
what we can depend on. We have not been able to do that from the 
testimony of the Corps of Engineers in the last year. 
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UNIT B-351 


You plan to initiate construction on unit R-351. Where is this 
unit and what is the status of local cooperation on unit R-351?% 

General GatLoway. R-351, sir, is located downstream of Kansas 
City on the right bank of the river. 


STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. What cooperation have you had from the sponsors 
and other local interests ? 

General Gatioway. Sir, I haven’t that information available at 
this moment. 

Mr. Cannon. Will you supply that for the record ? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

(The material referred to follows :) 

The drainage district responsible for local cooperation on R-351 is fully organ- 
ized to sponsor the necessary requirements and has indicated informally that 
rights-of-way will be made available when rights-of-way requirements are fur- 
nished by the Corps of Engineers. Formal assurances of local cooperation will be 


requested early this fall, when the definite design is expected to be completed and 
the drainage district will have filed its plan of reclamation with the courts. 


UNOBLIGATED BALANCES 


Mr. Cannon. You show a carryover of $842,000 on this project. 
Was that carryover taken into account when you increased your budget 
request from $2.8 million to $3.5 million ? 

General GaLLoway. Yes; it was taken into consideration. 

Mr. Cannon. What carryover would you expect to have at the end 
of the fiscal year ? 

General Gattoway. In this one we expect to have an unobligated 
balance of $1,025,000 and an unexpended balance of $1,720,000. 

Mr. Cannon. Would all of that be expended in the following fiscal 
year! 

General GaLtoway. Yes, sir; we anticipate that. 

Mr. Cannon. On page 47 you show an unobligated balance from 
prior years of $842,200. 

General Gattoway. Our figure that I gave you is the latest figure. 
The situation has changed in some cases since. 

Mr. Cannon. It is evident then that you are slowing down con- 
siderably and that being true, perhaps you would not need all of this 
money at the rate indicated by this change in figures. How much could 
we reduce this figure this year ? 

General Gatitoway. Sir, we have had delays in this project on rights 
of-way delays, and we have also had some legal delays involved in one 
unit there which has slowed down and decreased prospects. 


REVISED APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE 


Mr. Cannon. In view of that fact, could you get along with $2.5 
million ? 

General Gattoway. I would say, yes. 

Mr. Cannon. $2.5 million. 

Any questions? 

Mr. Buper. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Cannon. Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Bunce. General, I am intrigued by that last answer and I am 
just curious to know why this estimate is in here for an additional 
$700,000 and then you say that you could get along with a million 
dollars less. How do you explain that ? 

General GatLoway. Sir, we ran into legal difficulties in the con- 
struction of one of these agricultural levees, Unit L-519-512-504. 

The matter is in the courts and it will be acted on and I expect, giv- 
ing my best estimate, that the delay that we will get into getting an 
answer from the courts will prevent us from using the money. Con- 
sequently since that happened, we can, in my best opinion, get along 
with a million dollars less during that time. 

Mr. Buper. How long ago did that take place when you were cog- 
nizant of it ? 


General Gattoway. The last developments have been within the last 
month. 

Mr. Buper. I note that there are quite a few increases in this budget 
over the revised estimate, as contrasted with the original estimate and 
this seems to be in the nature of 20 percent. 

Is there any pattern there ? 

General Gattoway. No, sir; there is no pattern whatsoever. 


COST OF ENGINEERING AND ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Buper. What percentage of the total $178 million of the Fed- 
eral contribution on the entire project will be for engineering and de- 
sign and supervision and administration? What kind of a percentage 
do you figure on a project of this kind ? 

General Gattoway. I would estimate, sir, in the neighborhood of 
10 percent. 

' Mr. Buner. I note that in your revised estimate those two items ac- 
count for 20 percent. Why isthat? 

You have roughly $700,000 out of a total of $3.5 million. That 
seems to me to be a very excessive charge for engineering and design 
and supervision and administration on a project such as this. 

There are two items there of $468,400 for engineering and design and 
$213,000 for supervision and administration. That is roughly $700,000 
which would be a fifth of the $3,500,000 or 20 percent ‘of those two 
items. 

General Gatioway. Sir, those are the best estimates that we could 
give of the work to be done on these particular parts of the project. 

On the entire project, our estimate for Government costs is about 
$27 million, which is roughly 16 percent. 

Mr. Buner. If the committee sees fit to reduce this $3.5 million 
figure by $1 million, where should it be reduced, in your judgment ? 
What items should be reduced ? 

General Gattoway. I would take it from unit L 519-512-504, which 
is the one that I would think would be the one to be reduced. 

Mr. Buper. Leaving only $91,500 for that item ? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Where is that stretch of the river ? 

General Gattoway. That is the left bank of the river above St. 
Joseph, Mo. 

Mr. Buper. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Any further questions? 


on ee 
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MISSOURI RIVER, KENSLERS BEND, NEBR., TO SIOUX CITY, IOWA 
Mr. Cannon. Missouri River, Kenslers Bend, Nebr., to Sioux City, 


Iowa, $1 million. We will insert pages 48-a through 51. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 
Missourrt River, KENSLERS BEND, NEBR., TO Sroux Crry, Iowa 


(Continuing ) 


IG IN GHNNG so tictenidin Sse ee ee $800, 000 
ar GI ne ee eee ee 1, 000, 000 
mame: TOWNE; CET incl a i ne 200, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 











. 7 ‘ ; 
1959 budget | Revised | Increase 
| estimate | 
(iinaiieginennesa nie eo “ . a —|———_——— 
Continue construction of bank stabilization structures in the | 

Miners Bend area_ $166, 600 | $170, 700 $4, 100 
Continue construction of pilot canal in Miners Bend__ 46, 800 | 0 — 46, 800 
Continue construction of bank stabilization structures in | } 

Kenslers, McCook Lake, and Big Sioux Bends areas__. 523, 700 747, 500 223, 800 
Engineering and design vet eackaaanae 12, 500 | 19, 000 6, 500 
Supervision and administration__..._..._...___- 50, 400 | 62, 800 12, 400 

Total 2.3) ee ins Ee 800, 000 1, 000, 000 | 200, 000 
| 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 

alt seeing ou —| sal ‘ : 
Bank stabilization: 

Dikes and revetments.._...._. 7 June 1962 June 1961. 

Pilot canal-_......- hanalitnndod diode a | June 1960 June 1960. 
NIG s gcc ccc dkccukeebeelbeeeeass : June 1962 ; June 1961. 


Location.—Local erosion protection along the Missouri River from the vicinity 
of Miners Bend (about 19 miles above Sioux City) to the Combination Bridge 
at Sioux City, lowa. 

Authorization.—1941 and 1948 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.29 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| 
Accumulated 


percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


| 

Amount | 
} 

| 


Estimated Federal cost__-- $11, 200, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost_. 4, 000 
Other contributed funds__- 0 
Other costs 4, 000 4 
Total estimated project cost 11, 204, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 E 6, 888, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 1, 700, 000 
Appropriations to date 8, 588, 000 | 77 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959 800, 000 s4 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 


, 812, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Bank stabilization: Construction of dikes, revetment and channel improvement 
for prevention of bank erosion. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 








Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
Bank stabilization: 
i a 70 | June 1962. 
I Lie Se ee in os Shah tern aa sililaieerdnitnisamihenwbmisaucened 11 | June 1960. 
Entire project 


lia cman cb placed ealieanicbiaeeakeinicl 67 | June 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect an area of 55,884 acres from bank erosion by the Mis- 
souri River, including agricultural land, lake resorts at McCook Lake and Crystal 
Lake, industrial areas and the municipalities of Sioux City, Iowa, South Sioux 
City, Nebr., and North Sioux City, 8. Dak. Erosion control benefits estimated 
at $3,034,000 have accumulated on the work already in place since start of work 
on the project in 1946. Average annual benefits for the project are estimated 
at $719,000. Completion of the project at an early date is necessary to eliminate 
severe bank erosion and prevent loss of the work already constructed at a cost 
of $7,448,700. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be applied to: 


Continue construction of bank stabilization structures in the Miners 


ail ceah sls ces eatin 166, 600 
Continue construction of pilot canal excavation in Miners Bend_____ 46, 800 
Continue construction of bank stabilization structures in the Kenslers, 

McCook Lake, and Big Sioux Bends areas____-__----_-.--_________ 523, 700 
ERIS RBs Ra A Ee 12, 5 
7 UES UNINC TINIIORUCIN ta esissn neste nts elaine 50, 400 

in caleba dalaenioeldcaabStal 800, 000 


Continuation of construction of stabilization structures is necessary to prevent 
the continued loss of agricultural lands, to reduce the threat of destruction to the 
stabilization works in place, and to stabilize the meandering channel. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interest in construction 
of the project is estimated at $4,000 for all lands, easements, and rights-of-way. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local landowners affected by the construction of 
this project have furnished satisfactory agreements assuring the required co- 
operation. All rights-of-way required for construction have been furnished. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current estimate of $11,200,000 is 
an increase of $200,000 over the latest estimate submitted to Congress: $150,000 
of the increase is due to higher price levels. The remainder ($50,000) is the re- 
sult of adjustments in construction requirements to meet current river condi- 
tions and to provide for contributions to the retirement fund. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 
































Feature Project cost; Jume 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Damk stabiiestion ...... 2 .-.-nsccccecsesss $10, 181, 600 | $5, 928,300 | $1, 764, 200 $737,100 | $1,752,000 
Engineering and design -..............--- 161, 100 72, 600 39, 400 12, 500 36, 600° 
Supervision and administration ---....._-- 857, 300 528, 100 115, 500 50, 400 163, 300 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
SD ice his dsn aeegha aos inaliaseaeth cs iomestiscaanai le 11, 200,000 | 6,529,000 | 1,919, 100 800, 000 1, 951, 900 
ee en ee ee eee a ae SUG Ex wncce ddyumticipmadeos odin seal 
Total project cost (Federal funds | 
ae ei Fee eS 800, 000 1, 951, 900 
Pending QGnistmemt 25... .-.........626--- aid 3, 500 II Racine onctteten netics eae ioaeti 
Total costs (Federal funds only)_....| 11, 200,000 | 6,532,500 | 1,915, 600 800, 000 1, 951, 900 
MONE VONUE COIN ik. cnn ie eencncann a 315, 600 —315, 600 139, 600 —139, 600 
Total obligetions....................- ecasenccgeel. Sue uae 1, 600, 000 | 939, 600 1, 812, 300 
METHOD OF FINANCING Ne coo i ae Fs 
Appropriations __ piccabaes cia atk eet cata since weasel Leesa 3 See be nhncoens amnibelapaiienn 
Unobligated carryover from prior year__.._|-.....-.--.-- ea rl 39, 600 ss) See 
Total funds available for obligation__|____..._._-- 1 TOR OO [oi Seitssnchs cases 
Appropriation required_.............|-.---. ae a) | aaaiee - ae | 800, 000 1, 812, 300 





ABILENE, SMOKY HILL RIVER, KANS. 


Mr. Cannon. Abilene, Smoky Hill River, Kans. ; $200,000. 
We will insert pages 52-a through 56. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD 




















CONTROL) 
ABILENE, Smoky Him River, Kans. 
(Continuing) 
mace estinatt..............0.ciiiiiiedbede ned Gini ceicnitls $200, 000 
CO | ii iscsnccnsiciisiticieeihicebiinciniestnctiaeapastat dada ila diagiciati ihe timiaiiiccaiee 200, 000 
USEC Th UIE CUT ina circ circ tern cpg es None 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete reconstruction and extension of Santa Fe RR. bridge 
and extension t> Union Pacific RR. bridge_.._____..._- sa $137, 700 $137, 700 0 
Complete Mud Creek cutoff channel, levees, and fiood walls__ 44, 300 44, 300 0 
I WI RII ano chassis evince eck rereennciareiansiaiiianigilats 3, 000 3, 000 0 
Supervision and administration......................-...-...- 15, 000 15, 000 0 
Ee whtagiagisnd siivsstnbbcantohncepeessesnpaingoaal 200, 000 200, 000 0 
Revised completion schedule 
-cieicanipaenaiiaiennemnes 
| 1959 budget Revised estimate 
Extend Union Pacific RR. bridge... -.........--....-...----.-..- | December 1958_...| January 1959. 
oe and reconstruct portion of Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe November 1958._..| February 1959 
ridge. 
Mud Creek Channel and levees, stage I._...............-.--...- vary 1906...-...... July 1958. 
Mud Creek Channel, levees and flood walls, stage IT. ..........- March 1959. __....| Mareh 1959, 
MEO QUOI oc inc cnn cn cccscncesecnlisvusaldpassaaesieiananle Nias ssicch aietttainis Do. 
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' 


Location.—In Dickinson County, along Mud Creek and Smoky Hill River about 
65 miles above the confluence of the Smoky Hill and Republican Rivers which 
join to form the Kansas River. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.51 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 








| Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
| estimated 
Federal cost 
I ro a, oc wawedibee nice saumieenuelat ithe QUOD BGO Fs asc sci cecal 


oo INN ING oo ee ces 250,400 |........ 
Cash contributions _- . Bc ee eran saceen eye Wes. o8 
Other costs _- ie ie Santa nee ies pet tore bite gti | 250, 400 |........ 
Total estimated pro ject Ree) Cake ey A ey Cea a cate a 1, 089, 400 | 
Neen nn ne em hcaaodamanpe eh egpnia weer 230,000 | 











Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_______--_____- pi deutond dnd sheerniwas a SNe fans. e200 0- 
Appropriations to date___- Vaitsieic ban cia ee cinnicehne ipencel 630, 000 | 76 
Appropriations requested for fiscal y year 19590_____- ae 200, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. ________......-..---.-----..- 0 ae 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees : 
Compacted : 
Average height : 4.5 feet. 
Length : 2.6 miles. 
Spoil bank : 
Average height 5.5 feet. 
Length : 0.5 miles. 
Channels: 
Improvement : 7,350 feet, Mud Creek. 
New channel : 10,500 feet, Mud Creek. 
Flood walls: 
Average height : 5.7 feet. 
Length : 880 feet. 
Relocations : 
Bridge and approach alterations. 
Union Pacific Railroad bridge extension. 
Santa Fe Railroad bridge alterations and extension. 
Status earaiete 4, ee) 
Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
Extend Union Pacific RR. bridge- -- . ; ; | 0 | December 1958. 
Extend and reconstruct portion of Santa Fe bridge--_- 0 | November 1958 
Mud Creek Channel rectification and levees upstream from 8th St. and | 39 July 1958. 


between Santa Fe Railroad and Smoky Hill River, stage I. 
Mud Creek Channel rectification, levees and flood walls upstream from 
Santa Fe Railroad to 8th St., stage IT. 


| 
0 | March 1959, 
Entire project. .-...- . rib aasdamatwbens= em ; 15 | Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Abilene, Kans., project will provide flood protection for this community 
of over 6,000 people. Specific records are available for only a few of the many 
floods which have occurred during the period 1903 to date. The estimated dam- 
ages caused by these few floods amounted to more than $940,000, and recurrence 
of the same floods under 1957 conditions and prices would cause damages in ex- 
cess of $2 million. In 1927, due to damages experienced in past floods, local in- 
terests constructed a channel improvement project on Mud Creek. However, 
the project proved inadequate for flood protection and many subsequent floods 
have occurred, with at least 6 in the 11-year period 1941-51. Damages have 
ranged from minor amounts in small floods to $479,000 in the flood of July 1951. 
Annual flood control benefits are estimated at $63,800. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $200,000 will be applied as follows: 
Complete reconstruction and extension of Santa Fe RR. bridge and ex- 


tension te Union Pacific RE: bridge. 28 oe eee. $137, 700 
Complete construction of Mud Creek cutoff channel, levees, and flood- 

OU I a ce espe shina gs vcore anime ened eR anode eae ek 44, 300 
eI CNG et... Wo oe bee ee eee 3, 000 
Suber. Wis GUMININCP RON es en rr neremawanct 15, 000 

I wie tiea: es tanin eecees o tn en enin ee sein ec el 200, 000 


The requested funds will provide for completion of the project. 
Non-Federal Cost.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $259,400, broken down as follows: 


i circa iin scents ch esis enpanbeenngtinonars set ae ea ets ap toa aaa rage geaata $159, 700 
Relocation of highways, bridges, buildings, ete_._._...._..........______ 99, 700 


PC secret es cnet ces as sven a Su iicgeit naaa pg saomniaehtteinnsis oe 259, 400 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacements will total $2,800. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Abilene, Kans., on May 28, 1956, 
adopted a resolution assuring the United States that the requirements of local 
cooperation would be supplied. The citizens of Abilene voted a $150,000 bond 
issue to cover the estimated cost of local participation in the project. The present 
estimate of partial participation is $259,400, however, county funds are available 
for the construction of the county bridge and appurtenances included in the 
project, the city had previously obtained a portion of the required rights-of- 
way, and an ordinance has been passed provided for the issuance of general 
obligation bonds in an amount sufficient to provide the remainder of the sponsor 
cost. Acquisition of rights-of-way for the initial contract is complete. The 
city is presently engaged in acquisition of rights-of-way for the second contract 
and anticipate having it all available by March 15. Additional rights-of-way 
will be provided as required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$830,000 is an increase of $33,000 over the latest estimate ($797,000) submitted 
to Congress. Price level increases amount to $28,000 and the balance of the 
increase ($5,000) is to provide for contributions to the retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-—1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 





Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
1) 2) (3) (4) (5) | (6) 
Relocations $228, 000 0 $60,000 | $168, 000 0 
Channels 300, 000 0 | 240, 300 59, 700 0 
Levees and floodwalls 179, 000 | 0 89, 700 89, 300 0 
Engineering and design 61, 000 41, 000 17, 000 3, 000 0 
Supervision and administration 62, 000 3, 900 30, 600 27, 500 0 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
only) 830, 000 44, 900 437, 600 347, 500 0 
Undistributed costs None 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
only) 830, 000 44, 900 437, 600 347, 500 0 
Pending adjustments_- None 
Total costs (Federal funds only) 830, 000 | 44, 900 437, 600 347, 500 0 
Undelivered orders _-. | None 
Total obligations - --- 44, 900 437, 600 347, 500 0 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
Appropriations 230, 000 400, 000 | 
Unobligated carryover from prior year--. 185, 100 147, 500 
Total funds available for obligation_- 585, 100 


Appropriations required... 





200, 000 | 0 
} 
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OTTAWA, OSAGE (MARAIS DES CYGNES) RIVER, KANS. : 
* 
' 
Mr. Cannon. Ottawa, Osage (Marais des Cygnes) River, Kans., | 
$950,000. 
We will insert pages 57-a through 62. 
The pages referred to follow :) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAT—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 
OTTAWA, OsAGE (MaRais DES CYGNES) RIVER, KANS. 
(Continuing) 
a I sins desaedivesiendientieindipaiib eet ibas Riiiiiae eal te Goes ss $600,000 
Neen a os ete ee taseira ieee ea parla la 950,000 
I sn en tae cca sare odie npn essai Arenas puoi 350,000 
The increase will be applied as follows 
| 1959 budget | Revised | Increase 
estimate 
Continue channel improvement, levee and floodwall construc- 
tion downstream from Hickory St- ia $180, 000 $255, 000 $75, 000 
Initiate channel improvement, levee and flood wall construc- 
tion upstream from Hickory St-_--_. 7 320, 000 385, 000 65, 000 
Initiate pumping plants___.-...___....----- 0 150, 000 150, 000 
Engineering and design-_-_--__..-- 6 iin SUGLEN, sochin sO eee Saeed te 50, 000 70, 000 20, 000 
Supervision and edusinidtration an " Jessie tanta nsethidicadiiieeslioas 50, 000° 000 90, 000 40, 000 
Matic te esl ath ak bid tte Gdns Veda ddd dbacdeckibeiebe 600, 000 000 | 950, 000 350, 000 
! 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
Channel improvement, levees and flood walls downstream from 
Nansen gente ilo amet ss detimgat I WIR Sa tcsenias May 1960. 
Channel improvement, levees and flood walls ‘upstream: from 
ne ee oe cnsdnpehaseenenias April 1962_._....... June 1961. 
Railroad bridge and track alterations__....................-.-.-- Ricknagacconac) SNe Reehe 
Pumping a. a a a alana “May Tiere one May 1960. 
Entire project _.._-- Se ae eel loaee inland iit dvi alse Baal aan ustiadl June 1961. 
Location.—In Franklin County, Kans., along the Osage (Marais des Cygnes) 
River about 400 miles above its confluence with the Missouri River near Jeffer- 
son City, Mo. 
Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-Cost Ratio.—1.90 to 1. 
Summarized financial data 
Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost__------ ait lipeoree qc ssi ietedinteh ctinclas sige pn Ene <anadl .” TA Rcedenkdnakuse ; 
I a on cwciginemaddsdonpeenewene nietenstets THEE Inigdiwcce neds 
Cash contributions -.----- ASIN REE MS? rammieehsiabebkabon i h.dctdudtiecesssn 
ST MOTE cd..ciniinn wenn oe pas phicsaads isda uenpidatbcstee Nunes ID Bivaniciaie ronan canoe ; 
i a rs ace isieibepcthn in treed enna emanations 4000) EE iameatied » 
hs a inci tnnnunacmeguopanatinhpensnnss DGD Leccuwanten f 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1957-- .-- unidineRabseo main pale Ribbon : Rieck desnseds 
I eae Sienna alia halon 590, 000 15 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year eee ai 600, 000 30 
ance to complete after fiscal year 1959__-.......-....--.....--..-------- LT Ve ntacedsee in 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 16 feet. 
Length: 4.2 miles. 
Flood walls: 
Average height: 24 feet. 
Length: 1,630 feet. 
Relocations: 
Bridge and approach alterations, railroad bridges at Federal expense. 
Santa Fe Bridge (extension). 
Channels: Improvement 1.7 miles, Marais des Cygnes; 0.6 mile, Wilson Creek. 
Pumping plants: Three. 
Highway bridge at non-Federal expense: Main Street Bridge. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


| Percent Completion 





complete | schedule 
tina = a aati | eng kama 
~ | 
Channel improvement: | 
Levees and flood wall downstream from eye St. 0 be advertised 
in April 1958) Edie aieetaniana aaa 0 | May 1960. 
Levees and flood wall upstream from Hickory WO te oa Mecsas 0 | April 1962. 
Pee OREP DRNUNED GIRUUIIEIIID = 6 ne cnc ctccSuckcecendckagnsenecnnnsenne : 0 Do 
Pumping MANES. ... ... ... 22 nnn nn nnewencennenaseccecwenennesaes ‘ 0 | May 1962, 
Entire project __--...-- Th nic anicemaleakwticdiieaatenidaaet ns aaiaia adeeb tel a 4 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Ottawa, Kans., project, in conjunction with upstream reservoirs, will pro- 
vide flood protection for this city of over 10,000 population which occupies both 
banks of the Osage (Marais des Cygnes) River and is the county seat of Franklin 
County, Kans. Within the flood plain are located public buildings, almost the 
entire business district, a large portion of the residential and industrial districts, 
and railroad yards and shop facilities. Federal Highways 59 and 50 and Kansas 
Highway 68 traverse the flood plain within the city. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $600,000 will be applied to: 


Continue channel improvement, levee and flood-wall construction down- 





Ein Til TEC BE i acct stsiccatinaclistoseitchasaeittc aclialag te ath uak det iets $180, 000 
Initiate channel improvement, levee and flood-wall construction up- 

i SEE A, Wii cctnsiecasrisstanmsiapinaiceeaansejeabinisaoes ep iainegataenandanmntapaandiiea 320, 000 
Re Tes MUTE COR as cnccscticines cnt iccieniins candy xcctrcnsapiesiciaictiegim coadaalegaaiamaaatid 50, 000 
SEC RRts mn PGI tintin nee nninwcnineiinns 50, 000 

IN cess occ; cp cscs ia enna cl aie a 600, 000 


Funds are required in fiscal year 1959 for the continuing contract for channel 
improvement and levees and flood wall downstream from Hickory Street. This 
will provide some immediate relief in event of a flood. Funds requested for 
channel, levee, and flood-wall work upstream from Hickory Street are required 
for continuation of orderly progress toward project completion. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $770,000, broken down as follows: 


Te ee er a a cachet cabal eiaiasaccnsccopagamemeianstimudgbaston neaamm alapiatiaesite acaeel $218, 000 
Modification of bridges, streets, utilities, ete_..._._.___..-_----_------__ 552, 000 
TN ih don menccrcnig tioned paimensngttgay doi naiegins beeen aeassll Mop aibeaemgmengel 770, 000 


The annual cost to local interests for maintenance, operation, and advance 
replacements is estimated at $38,000. 

Status of local cooperation—Formal assurances of local cooperation were re- 
ceived from the city of Ottawa, Kans., on May 21, 1956. The city retained an 
engineering firm to prepare an estimate of its requirements and cost thereof. 
Based on this estimate, the voters of Ottawa authorized a $770,000 bond issue 


25230—58—pt. 2——_44 
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by a margin of 8 to 1. The city has advised they are currently acquiring con- 
struction rights-of-way for the initial contract to be initiated in fiscal year 1958. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4 million is an increase of $620,000 over the latest estimate ($3,380,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Higher price levels increased costs $116,000. The design 
flow was increased from 70,000 cubic feet per second to 80,000 cubic feet per 
second to provide a more desirable degree of protection. Design modifications 
required to attain the increased degree of protection increased the estimate by 
$324,000. Engineering and des‘gn and supervision and administration have been 
increased $180,000 to provide for contribution to the retirement fund and reflect 
a reanalysis of requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Totalto | Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 

Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year | complete 

Feature estimate | 1957 | 1958 1959 | after fiscal 
} year 1959 


(1) | (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Relocations. _--- detains $232, 000 cet ro a $232, 000 
Channels and canals_-___---- 994, 000 = $38,500 | $230,000 | 725, 500 
Levees and flood walls- -_-.-. : 1, 791, 000 sea oe 27,000 | 300, 000 1, 464, C00 
Pumping plants. ee 393, 000 ‘fee d 393, COO 
Engineering and design__-_--_-_- tbs 283, 000 $78, 500 | 89, 600 | 70, 000 44, 900 
Supervision and administration - - ---- 307, 000 4, 100 | 


14, 900 | 50, 000 238, COO 
| | -_—___|____ 


| — 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 


only) 4, 000, 000 82,600 | 170,000 650,000 | 3, 097, 400 
Waidisirees G0ets. =... ---.<..... None |... ‘ aoa 
Total project cost (Federal funds | | | 
as ; 4, 000, 000 | 82, 600 | 170,000 | 650,000 | 3,097, 400 
Pending adjustments ---..-.---- SeeefieS None | aalaele = Raed ataseaiaeeadh 
Total cost (Federal funds only)-.....) 4,000, 000 | 82, 600 170,000 | 650,000 | 3, 097, 400 
Undelivered orders- -- bas EOIN i hmong hi Sin eieth apie cians 
Total obligations _- : | 82, 6110 170, 000 937,400 | 2,810,000 


SSS SSS Sees 
| 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


| 
| 
Transferred funds (since July 1, 1956) ______| ; _.| —20,000 








Appropriations 110,000 } 500,000 |............]...-----2--- 
Unobligated carryover from prior year-.- . steeuuswowl 7, 400 | "987, 400 Bee ce 
Total funds available for obligation __| : ze oo feed 82 a 507, 400 | 987, 400 a ee 
Appropriations required............-|......--....|---.---- ol —.....| 600,000 | 2, 810, 000 


COST ESTIMATES AND BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Cannon. General Galloway, there is a sizable cost increase of 
$620,000 on this project. Nevertheless, the benefit-cost ratio is up 
from 1.1 to 1.9 and that seems to be traveling in the wrong direction. 
How do you account for that? 

General Gatitoway. The revised benefit-cost ratio was due to a re- 
evaluation of the benefits as a result of our changes in design which 
gave a greater degree of protection and garnished relatively more 
benefits for each dollar expended. 

Mr. Cannon. Is that benefit in flood control or some other category ? 

General Gattoway. Flood control, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to point out that on page 60, under “Non-Federal 
costs” where we say that the— 


* * * the annual cost to local interests for maintenance, operation, and ad- 
vance replacements is estimated at $38,000 * * *. 


that should be changed to $9,800. 
Mr. Cannon. That is a typographical error ? 
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General GatLoway. Yes, sir; it was a mistake that we let get by. 

Mr. Cannon. Last year you seemed rather certain of your cost 
estimate but apparently it was entirely too low. 

Just how sure can we be that your present estimate is more accurate 
than it was last year / 

General Gatioway. Sir, I think that I can assure you that it will 
be more accurate. There is a change in design which occasioned this 
increase in the estimate and part of it was due to increased price levels 
but the design modifications caused by giving greater protection were 
the reason for the greater change. 

Mr. Cannon. Why couldn’t this change in design have taken place 
before you submitted the figure to us? 

General Gattoway. As we go on with our engineering studies, you 
come to certain places where you find that something you thought 
you considered, you had omitted. It is a continual examination of our 
approaches as we go along. 


RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION 


Mr. Cannon. What is the status of your right-of-way acquisition 
on this project? 

General GatLoway. The right-of-way for the initial contract of 
this project is practically completed, sir, and we anticipate no diffi- 
culties. We expect to award the contract for this in June of 1958. 

Mr. Cannon. I notice in this monthly publication of the Missouri- 
Arkansas group an item to the effect that on the Ottawa project the 
Santa Fe Railroad has so far not given its approval of plans for the 
Ottawa levee system which adjoins the main line of the railroad. 

It goes on to say that the Government has asked the railroad for 
action since funds are in hand to start the work. 

Has that been resolved ? 

General GaLttoway. Yes, sir; it has been resolved. The State of 
Kansas Water Board has approved the layout as we have it. The 
Santa Fe has some objections but it does not appear that it will inter- 
fere in any way with the progress of the project. 

Mr. Cannon. Any questions on this project ? 


SALINA, SMOKY HILL RIVER, KANS. 


Mr. Cannon. Salina, Smoky Hill River, Kans. ; $900,000. 
We will insert pages 63a through 67. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, 





PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


SALINA, SMOKY Hit. River, Kans. 
(Continuing) 


NE CUCU Cini rerine isthe nntieinmemaninl acee eae odo eee Ae $600, 000 
ETE - ETE iiss nig cee isan talent niceties tir iets So gn 900, 000 
Inc rease in budget estimate 300, 000 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 


Complete construction of new Union Pacific RR. bridge over | 

Dry Creek diversion__-_-___- : $50, 000 $50, 000 0 
Continue construction of Iron Avenue cutoff, Smoky Hill | 

River channel work and East Side levees along Smoky Hill 





ee TERE iehnndang donanbdodsan<osncuedsgedoeantanh 422, 000 482, 000 $60, 00 
Initiate construction of Dry Creek improvement and diversion 
ne oeanenadadueldivees 80, 000 295, 000 215, 000 
ER ee ey ene ee Ener, 1,000 1, 000 0 
Supervision and administration........................- esi 47, 000 72, 000 25, 000 
RR dt Bis er id id canbe centieciende 600, 000 900, 000 300, 000 


Revised completion schedule 








1959 budget Revised estimate 
Relocations: New Union Pacific RR. bridge over Dry Creek | September 1958.__| November 1958. 
diversion channel. 
Channels: 
II, SO eon ns nechanannennocnawseee February 1958_....| April 1958. 
Complete Iron Avenue Cutoff and Smoky Hill River chan- | May 1960....__. .-| February 1960. 
nel work, stage IT. 
Construct Dry Creek diversion and improve existing Dry |.---.- DA aickecaebat December 1959. 
Creek Channel, stage III. 
Levees: 
East Side levees, North of Iron Avenue, stage I_..........__- February 1958_.._. April 1958. 
Neen eT Te een ea ccenmeincenti mnie May 1960__....... February 1960. 
Complete East Side levees and construct levees along Dry |.---- cb eetBtaa ed December 1959. 
Creek and Dry Creek diversion, stage III. 
a tidthnetinndnbiccinianwcaddubdnntescausedsdtabanin — do.__.........| February 1960. 
| 








Location.—In Saline County, along Dry Creek and Smoky Hill River about 
123 miles above its mouth where it joins the Republican River to form the 
Kansas River. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.48 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 








| Accumulated 

Amount percent of 
estimated 

} Federal cost 











i OE CN a, wacitedbbseunidiehhaagieesasbapeedepiee TE Bids cs tetlachss ices a 
IT arte nacnanqaantinonsabothossdbancehabbaneninne I Rincticteciciemetetiidbess 
no cnieaineaiadsncécedmaiintenennenbnharndake | Sa heated dations 




















Other costs............. Ei TE Bidunncadcetabsce 
Total estimated project cost - CREE [iewnoanncqnesuee 
Appropriations to June 30, | “SS SE i dipneimtionse 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 aed 
i ee tin hin anadanncscsnascncangsatonbdeienbinetunwes 972, 000 44 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959............-.....-.-...----.-- 600, 000 72 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_ _.....................-....-...-- ice citrate ttisa tears 

PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 


Average height: 8 feet. 
Length: 20 miles. 
Channels: 
Improvement 3.9 miles, Smoky Hill River. 
Cutoffs 2.9 miles, Smoky Hill River. 
Improvement and diversion 5.7 miles, Dry Creek. 
Relocations : 
Bridge and approach alterations, Railroad Bridge. 
New Union Pacific Railroad bridge over Dry Creek diversion channel, bridge 
construction at Federal cost, one. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
Reine: New Union Pacific RR. bridge over Dry Creek diversion 0 | September 1958. 
Onunaeee? 
ee en BE ints neri caesar adie decisis kiana aan 98 | February 1958. 
Comet. Iron Ave. Cutoff and Smoky Hill River channel work, 0 | May 1960. 
e@ 
Construct Dry Creek diversion and improve existing Dry Creek 0 Do. 
ar stage LII. 
Vast side levees, north of Iron Ave., stage I_........................-.. 98 | February 1958. 
RE To. 5.5. Eatectiiitins demchiieineindin iene 0 | May 1960. 
Complete east side levees and construct levees along Dry Creek and 0 Do. 
Dry Creek diversion, stage III. 
SE i ci tcneg cectsrins Sehinrinisicn cine oe iin cic ttinaniegeaiealatani ge ea 19 Do. 





JUSTIFICATION 


The Salina, Kans., project will supplement the protection provided by Kanopo- 
lis Reservoir from floods on the Smoky Hill River, and will provide protection 
from floods on dry Creek. Floods in these areas during the period 1903 to date 
would have inflicted damages of more than $20 million in Salina, Kans., based 
upon present prices and developments. The greatest damage was inflicted by 
the 1951 flood, which caused $2,517,000 damage. Adequate protection from such 
floods should be provided at the earliest practicable date. Annual flood control 
benefits are estimated at $373,700. 


Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $600,000 will be applied to: 
Complete construction of new Union Pacific RR. bridge over dry Creek 


CO a ahi ak i he 2 $50, 000 
Continue construction of Smoky Hill River channel work and east side 

SOU: ae COS PETE UE iii cect ccs tes ght sith ocean cnet ite 422, 000 
Initiate construction of Dry Creek improvement and diversion channel, 

EO CC aa essciniscicsechctictecoesescasentisicsisinanck clin Dienedaieig tt danse ded bet ee 80, 000 
peas te ee Ci ii chested nib leiinnisteabtacsa lh, osetia 1, 000 
ag Bees a ee eee ie 47, 000 


I ai secre emkcchanrcinin open cntilitnseeicneicaiap eee te sean 600, V00 


The completion of the railroad bridge is necessary prior to the diversion of 
Dry Creek. Funds requested in fiscal year 1959 are required for continuing 
construction of the project to meet the scheduled completion date. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $1,726,000, broken down as follows: 


MN ni ah x eh Spins RIS a ic tl a $990, 000 
Relocation of highway bridges, utilities, buildings, ete_..........__- 736, 000 
POU sia an inci crn odieepesein betaine mekkeimiiaes 1, 726, 000 


The annual cost to local interests for maintenance and operation is estimated 
at $8,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances of local cooperation were re- 
ceived from the city of Salina, Kans., on November 7, 1956. Rights-of-way have 
been provided for the initial contract. The city is presently engaged in acqui- 
sition of rights-of-way for the second contract and anticipated having it all avail- 
able by February 15. Additional rights-of-way will be provided as required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,190,000 is an increase of $60,000 over the latest estimate ($2,130,000) submitted 
to Congress. This increase is due primarily to higher price level. Minor ad- 
justments have been made within the feature estimates to reflect more detailed 
design, and to provide for contribution to the retirement fund. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 




















| 
Total to Current (Budget as-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, fiseal year cal year complete 
estimate | 1957 1958 | 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
| } . *, 
} i 
(1) (2) (3) | (4) (5) (6) 
a wees } ae 2 | ne Ati ahaa a ee oe ee 
Relocations . . | $132,000 |_. al $67, 000 | $65, 000 0 
Channels and canals-__---- : _..| 1,048, 800 | $7,800 | 198, 000 435, 800 $407, 200 
Levees. __- ’ aid aia a eal 696, 200 | 97, 600 | 146, 600 | 186, 700 265, 300 
Engineering and design | 155, 000 | 113, 000 | 40, 000 | 1, 500 | 500 
Supervision and administration _____ 158, 000 | 24, 300 | 37, 100 | 51, 000 45, 600 
cals oat eee ieee Nfs meena eer ecioenaneril- maaan aes 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | } | 
only) ey . 2, 190, 000 242, 700 488, 700 740, 000 | 718, 600 
Undistributed costs_-- _- | None | — -------| 7 
Total project cost (Federal funds | | 
onlv) |} 2,190,000 | 242, 700 | 488, 700 | 740, 000 718, 600 
Pending adjustments _- | oi None | cual : ; 
Total cost (Federal funds only) | 242,700 | 488,700 | 740,000 | 718, 600 
Undelivered orders_______- 98,200 | —98, 200 | 100,100 | —100, 100 
Total obligations__ ‘ | 340,900 | 390, 500 840,100 | 618, 500 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
Appropriations ; | 471, 500 500, 000 tad 1. 
Unobligated carryover from prior year A | 130, 600 | 240, 100 | 
Total funds available for obligation 1G 630, 600 | | 
Appropriations required = Bit | Pt "600, 000 | 618, 500 


Mr. Cannon. We have a carryover here, according to your justi- 
fications, of $240,100 on this project. Was that taken into account 
when you increased the budget request from $600,000 to $900,000 ? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir; it was. 

Mr. Cannon. Then you really expect to have $1,140,100 to operate 
on during the coming year ? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How much will you have left over at the end of that 
fiscal year ? 

Do you expect to spend it all? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 


RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION 


Mr. Cannon. What is the status of the right-of-way acquisition this 
year for the second contract on this project ? 

General Gattoway. We have awarded the second contract on that 
project. sir. There is no difficulty with the right-of-way there. 

Mr. Cannon. All right-of-way difficulties have been resolved ? 

General Gattoway. Yes,sir. They are being resolved. 

Mr. Cannon. Any questions on this project ? 


REVISION OF COST ESTIMATE 


General GatLtoway. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make an obser- 
vation at this point that the estimate that we have submitted here of 
$2,190,000 for Federal costs is the best estimate as of the time of sub- 
mission. 

Mr. Cannon. Are you referring to the Salina, Kans., project? 

General GatLoway. Yes, sir. We have a design memorandum now 
being submitted for approval, and I believe that the new design for 
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this project to accomplish all of the work necessary probably will 
mean an increase next year in the estimate over what we are show- 
ing here now. I have not gotten the final figures. 

Mr. Cannon. You mean you will have to have more money ? 

General GatLoway. Not for fiscal year 1959 but in the future, in the 
next year. 

Mr. Cannon. How much of an increase will you require ? 

General GatLoway. I would say that instead of $2,190,000, roughly 
$3 million. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the necessity for that extra money? What 
is the need for that extra $900,000? 

General GALLoway. Roughly, it is the necessity to do a lot of work 
that we failed to include in our design. In other words, we failed 
to do the perfect job in our design. 

Mr. Cannon. It is quite an experience, General Galloway, to have 
the Corps of Engineers tell us they fell down on the job. 

General GatLtoway. We omitted something in our calculations, 
sir. 

Mr. Cannon. We have been taught that when the Corps of Engi- 
neers computed a matter it was both accurate and justified. It is dis- 
appointing to be disillusioned in this way. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, at least it must be said that General 
Galloway is honest with the committee when he admits that they made 
a mistake, 

Mr. Cannon. Are you intimating that it has not always been so? 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. A man is considered to be.a big man 
when he admits his mistake and is willing to do something to correct it. 

Mr. Cannon. What effect will this change have on the cost-benefit 
ratio? 

General Gattoway. It will probably send the cost-benefit ratio 
down. This is just a personal estimate, but somewhere in the ratio of 
2to1. We have a high benefit-cost ratio for this pr oject and it in- 
volves inclusion in the project, behind this levee, of certain drainage 
structures and pumping stations that had been omitted i in our prev ious 
calculations and previous estimates. Further engineering investiga- 
tions showed it was necessary, if we were to get ‘the true results out 
of the project that we want. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there further questions ? 


TOPEKA, KANSAS RIVER, KANS. 


Mr. Cannon. Topeka, Kansas River, Kans.; $2.7 million. 
We will insert pages 68a through 74. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 





CONSTRUCTION, GENER AL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


ToPpEKA, KANSAS RIVER, KANS. 
(Continuing) 


Te CN os wc meet aeeetieeteineee teen _.. $2, 200, 000 
eevee GUtnmete. ea ken 2, 700, 000 
pncrense tn Dadwet CbtiMmAte..{. 5. ose ene dicen cnn nde e 500, 000 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Initiate Ward.Creek Channel and drainage facilities. ......._- 0 $70, 000 $70, 000 
Complete Santa Fe RR. new bridge and remove old bridge-_- $50, 000 50, 000 0 
Complete Union Pacific RR. bridge._-............-..-..._..- 607, 000 607, 000 0 
Raise and extend Rock Island RR. bridge_________....._____- 252, 000 252, 000 0 
Continue stage II Soldier Creek diversion, Brickyard Rd. to 
Tyler St. and downstream from Santa Fe RR. bridge______- 297, 000 390, 000 93, 000 
Initiate stage III Soldier Creek diversion channel and levees 
I I no i meee 455, 000 655, 000 200, 000 
Oomplete waterworks unit__..............--.---.--.--- 145, 000 245, 000 100, “ 
i  ewneciauncanhababbil | 265, 000 265, 000 
Supervision and administration_______._...........---.----.-- 129, 000 166, 000 37, 000 
ae ee 2, 200, 000 | 2, 700, 000 500, 000 


Revised completion schedule 





Auburndale unit a eth k , 
Bridge alteration, Kansas River unit _- 


Channel and fioodway improvement unit - -- 


North Topeka unit. 


| 1959 budget 


June 1963___- 
May 1963 
ma. 





oe ee ee 
| Revised estimate 
| 


June 1962. 
| May 1962. 


et | June 1962. 
December 1962__- 


| September 1961. 





oa Se Se oe Es ee | March 1962 _.| June 1961. 
Soldier Creek diversion unit.......___..____._-_--__-------.-..- December 19€0___.| June 1960. 
South Topeka unit............ s 2 May 1963 ..-| May 1962. 
Waterworks unit_................- ; December 1958_._.| December 1958. 


Entire project 














| June 1963_..._- 7 June 1962. 





Location.—Local protection for Topeka, the State capital of Kansas, in 
Shawnee County, on both sides of the Kansas River, from mile 80 above the 
mouth to mile 89, and along the lower reaches of Soldier, Halfday, Indian, 
Ward, and Shunganunga Creeks, which are tributary to the Kansas River in 
that vicinity. 

Authorization.—1936 and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.67 to 1.0. 


Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
ns Ses miei giciaceascseslns ania nliaisiaiamaaseinmntaodls $16, 200, 000 |_____- 

a ns indninannolna pi pemeanemesl SOEUEE Didcnttaninccanicn 
an an ain ngesinenlsehabtasnapuanabeieaiieaaimimuniats Olen tibentacinioes os 
er et Be th dadnnn ting oknadoodhdiinndia’ Bo ae 

Total estimated project cost. Sisbubctitandes Na aed seu 

Appropriations to June 30, 1957_- sasenihigilics S cnaglibarcitgearini dein ts Nite ect aiat ED cena inicio cbitetetiennes 

Appropriations for fiscal year ee oe ee ee ED Tudwnduschacacoes 

eS ote wai stntngialienipasihep eaenmeouege 2, 608, 000 16 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year Ps ceiicva secede nthe eos 2, 200, 000 30 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__.............-........---------- 11, 392, 000 








PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees : 
Average height: 10 feet. 
Length : 33.1 miles. 
Raising : 2.7 miles. 
Flood wall: 
Avereage height: 7.0 feet. 
Length : 1,800 feet. 
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Channel improvements and diversion channels: 
Kansas River: 2.6 miles. 
Soldier Creek : 8.5 miles. 
Ward Creek : 1.3 miles. 

Pumping plants: 7. 


Bridge alterations at 





Alterations | New railroad non-Federal cost 
Railroad bridges at Federal bridges at 
cost Federal cost 
New Modify 
ey ONO. 630... LR Kin tel 1 2 6 2 
RR ics bets honttnmisdhnementinda FF Bested dn Bhvintene Dil cciuntiennte 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 








Percent Completion 
complete schedule 

SI i a Bs a a eet ee ern th ee aan 0 | June 1963. 
Bridge alteration, Ts ees... ee ee 0 | May 1963. 
Channel] and — improvement ON i a re 0 | May 1963. 
Fe i Os jaa ciated sen ioms ieeemenain 0 | December 1962. 
Oakland unit_- 0 | March 1962. 
Soldier Creek diversion unit 7 | December 1960. 
IN RS a le. nal ty crs seas eepatiaindadurieteias 138 | May 1963. 
Waterworks unit (to be advertised in January 1958)_..........-----------. 0 | December 1958. 
FREE WN Surn enncen canon cc dices shtchk baedbahenaadet a cmseedasen 7 | June 1963. 





i Previous project. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Topeka project, supplemented by upstream reservoir control, would 
provide protection from the maximum flood of record (1951) to the city of 
Topeka (population 78,791, 1950 census). Topeka is located astride the Kansas 
River about 85 miles above the mouth. Important railroad and industrial 
developments, the municipal waterworks, and the municipal airport are lo- 
cated in the flood plain adjacent to the south bank of the river and are sub- 
ject to destructive floods. Works for the protection of a portion of this area 
have been constructed by the Corps of Engineers under the original authoriza- 
tion. The remaining area in the flood plain is in urgent need of flood protec- 
tion. The North Topeka area is a highly developed business, industrial, and 
residential area. The adjacent suburbs are principally residential, industrial, 
and small, highly specialized farming areas. Floods on the Kansas River and 
Soldier, Halfday, the Indian Creeks continually harass this area of approxi- 
mately 8,400 acres. During July 1951, the floods on the Kansas River and 
its minor tributaries inundated portions of South Topeka and swept over the 
entire North Topeka area, causing severe damage and human suffering. Floods 
~ these areas, during the period from 1903 to date, would have inflicted about 

$152,600,000 damage, based on 1957 prices and development. The greatest dam- 
age was inflicted by the 1951 flood which caused an estimated $34,120,000 dam- 
age and an estimated $1,180,000 damage was prevented by the completed por- 
tion of the original authorized Federal project. The city was cut off from all 
railrads and highways for several days. Two railroad and two highway bridges 
were destroyed. Adequate protection should be provided at the earliest practi- 
cable date. The average annual flood control benefits is $2,367,200. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,200,000 will be applied to: 


Complete Santa Fe RR. new bridge and remove old bridge_._.__________ $50, 000 
Compiete. Umioin  Pacitie TER, DOG vice ectiecentinanenntentiitetstitincneneatinieics 607, 000 
Raise and extend Rock Island RR. bridge___._._-----__-__--__-__-___- 252, 000 


Complete stage II Soldier Creek diversion channel and levees between 
Gage and Tyler Aves, and downstream from Santa Fe bridge______ 297, 000 
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Initiate stage III Soldier Creek diversion channel and levees upstream 


a en ee na emeepe es clade to Eh a $455, 000 

Complete waterworks unit levees, bank protection, seepage wells, and 
Ne ie cecil tanned tamales) 145, 000 
Nene ee a os ws ws Loca ieensen a onsiveh a wsaoepn as abi cyenanghecesa nbs 265, 000 
nr ener RUNES, NURIA SURE OCR an iti criss ess ire mics cies ersunninbwnnnuees 129, 000 
GANA nk CI a rk a eas tates 2, 200, 000 


The request for fiscal year 1959 will permit completion of the waterworks 
unit and completion of the portion of Soldier Creek unit downstream from Gage 
Avenue. Completion of this portion of Soldier Creek unit will permit actual 
diversion of Soldier Creek and provide immediate flood protection to North 
Topeka by eliminating runoff through this area from Soldier, Halfday, and Indian 
Creeks. The upstream portion of the Soldier Creek diversion must be initiated 
in fiscal year 1959 to provide drainage from the Silver Lake area and eliminate 
possibility of Silver Lake runoff flooding North Topeka. 

Non-Federal cost.—The investment required for local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $5,900,000, broken down as follows: 


Ne $1, 069, 000 
Relocation of highway bridges, roads, utilities, buildings, ete__._..___ 4, 823, 000 
Other, sandbag gap________-_____-_ Bo Dis ste ete qase era keo beamed 8, 000 

Neen eee ee eS enatghned 5, 900, 000 


Local interests are required to provide without cost to the United States all 
lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the proj- 
ects, hold and save the United States free from damages due to construction of 
the works, and maintain and operate all the works after completion. The annual 
cost for maintenance and operation and replacements is estimated at $68,900. 

Status of local cooperation.—The North Topeka Drainage District on May 21, 
1956, adopted a resolution assuring the United States that the requirements of 
local cooperation will be supplied for the Soldier Creek unit. The board of com- 
missioners of the city of Topeka adopted a resolution on May 14, 1957 declaring 
that the board of the city of Topeka will issue bonds and furnish rights-of-way 
for the remaining units as needed. The North Topeka Drainage District has 
provided rights-of-way for the contract now underway on the Soldier Creek unit. 
Rights-of-way for the succeeding contract to be initiated in fiscal year 1958, are 
expected to be available February 15, 1958. The city of Topeka now owns the 
rights-of-way needed in fiscal year 1958 for construction of the waterworks unit. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$16,200,000 is an increase of $600,000 over the latest estimate ($15,600,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The estimate was increased $550,000 based on price-levee 
rise. Design modifications and provision for contribution to the retirement fund 
resulted in an additional net increase of $50,000. 





view am 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 








i | 
| 
| Totalto | Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature | Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year | complete 
estimate | 1957 | 1958 1959 | after fiscal 
| | year 1959 


(1) idk 6 | © 

Ssieaditieaihansiahtapminsaesipaeenseshiaiineatasi tdienairevsemaiitelpuiieteiminiabiniiaiianidl poniirge- cosas stensnenperensenepemantsan eens nnn italics chenadasieatiatatls 
Relocations. - ‘ poy | $2, 332, 000 | $17, 300 $235, 700 $909, 000 | $1, 170, 000 
Channels and canals....._....-_____- 4, 820, 100 135, 700 | 497, 400 | 404,000 | 3,783,000 
Levees and flood walls__- 5, 411, 600 445, 900 311, 300 423, 000 | 4, 231, 400 
Pumping plants 1, 564, 000 | _- | 1,564, 000 
Engineering and design. 993, 700 | 224, 100 191, 700 236, 400 | 341, 500 
Supervision and administration - - - 1, 078, 600 | 130, 600 103, 700 127, 600 | 





716, 700 


Total applied cost a funds 


only) 16, 200,000 | 953,600 | 1,339,800 | 2,100,000 | 11, 806, 600 
Undistributed costs : : 





None | 
terete 
Total project cost (Federal funds | 
only) : . Ce 16, 200, 000 | 953, 600 1, 339,800 | 2,100,000 | 11, 806, 600 
Pending adjustments. = None de 
Total cost (Federal funds only) 16, 200, 000 | "953, 600 | 4. 339, 800 | 2,100, 000 11, 806, 600 
Undelivered orders 82,400 | —82, 400 | 414, 500 —414, 500 
Total obligations. - ig a ae) (36, 000) | 1, 257, 400 | 2, 514, 500 11, 392, 100 
METHOD OF FINANCIN( (irae | AR. a pp vtigine sae 
Appropriations. __- _ | 1,207,900 | 1,500, 000 | 
Permanent transfers since July 1, “1956 : | ‘ —100, 000 |__ rar FE 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_____| jee. 71,900 | 314, 500 |__- 
stasieininiahaainttniibiali dis ean iat siolbsapeienaenenation 
Total funds available for obligation — . Se Ras, ee a7, 900. | 314, 500 |__-- 
= —— J ———————————— | Z SS SS 2 
Appropriations required._- ‘iu Bee Sed Bic | 2,200,000 | 11, 392, 100 


Mr. Cannon. What is the status of right-of-way acquisitions on 
this project ¢ 

General Gattoway. We have been having some difficulty at one 
stretch there, Soldier Creek diversion. 

The Kansas State Boys Industrial Home does not want to give the 
right-of-way. 

Mr. Cannon. In the same periodical from which I have just read, 
the March issue of 1958, we are told the State board of social welfare 
has declined to grant an easement for the right to cross the industrial 
boys school property. That is, where Soldier Creek cuts off the town. 

Have you made any progress since this was written ? 

General GaLttoway. We have had a local committee from the city 
of Salina working continuously on this. It is in the hands of the 
Governor at the present time, I believe. The problem has not yet been 
resolved, sir, but I believe it will be resolved in the near future and 
favorably to us. 

Mr. Cannon. In view of the slowdown, would it not be possible for 
us to omit this appropriation ? 

General Gattoway. No, sir; I do not think it would be desirable 
and I think we will be able to spend the money that we will be getting. 


TUTTLE CREEK RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Mr. Cannon. Tuttle Creek Reservoir, Kans.; $15.4 million. 
We will insert pages 75a through 81. 
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(The pages referred to follow :) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


TuTrTLe CREEK RESERVOIR, KANS. 




















(Continuing) 
a 0 cas css stn ec iebascee aagnynccblaensaibl elses $12,500,000 
a cin acelin me astm 15,400,000 
eee | | i eS ee ee er eee 2,900,000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 

estimate 
oes i ndetelthtinaligrsnscediod oa =e ss a 
Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area $3,000,000 | $4,000,000 | $1, 000, 000 

Initiate relocation of Kansas State Highways K-9, K- 16, | 
US-77, and Pottawatomie and Riley Counties roads_- 2, 430, 000 | 0} —2,430,000 

Continue relocation of Kansas State Highways K-9, K-16, | 
US-77, and Pottawatomie and Riley Counties roads 0 | 2, 450, 000 2, 450, 000 

Continue relocation of Union Pacific and Missouri Pacific RR. 
he ata . nna 1,400,000 | 2, 551, 000 | 1, 151, 000 
Complete relocation of cemeteries____- 2 : 150, 000 0 — 150, 000 
Continue relocation of cemeteries. ...................--..---- 0} 155, 000 155, 000 
Initiate relocation of power, te lephone, and oil lines- ‘i 100, 000 | 100, 000 0 
Initiate construction of levee to protect Blue Rapids, K¢ ans___- 250, 000 250, 000 | 0 
Relocation of Frankfort, Kans., municipal facilities____-_- 0 80, 000 | 80, 000 
Continue construction of spillway De 2, 300, 000 2, 347, 000 | 47, 000 
Continue construction final stage of dam embankment----__- -| 1, 900, 000 2, 300, 000 | 400, 000 
Engineering and design -- 5 co Se Ba, staat aici 310, 000 | 310, 000 0 
Supervision and administration. , ‘ 660, 000 | 857,000 | 197, 000 
TOC. oc 5k pein eie a es 4 12, 500, 000 15, 400, 000 | | 2 2, 900 , 000 





Revised completion schedule 








1959 budget Revised estimate 
eR ed cas Bet 8 sl scn nth sudebamanotues ere | eR eee June 1962. 
a IVINS 5 seo senescence enelesipapalpnapiignmensteage iets. anata iedbiaparned Do. 
Relocation of Federal and state highways_-_..............---..--- | ace SS a ack May 1961. 
Relocation of Union Pacific RR. line_......-...------.---------- April 1960__....._. April 1960. 
Relocation of Missouri Pacific RR. line.......................--- May 1961__....... May 1961. 
I eerie nboenimmbicen July 1959_...__....| July 1959. 
mepetiee of municipal facilities, electric, telephone, oil, and gas | December 1962....| December 1961 
nes. 

Outlet works conduits and first portion of embankment fill and | December 1953_...| December 1953. 

spillway excavation. 
Outlet works control tower and stilling basin and right bank | January 1958_...-_- January 1958. 

embankment fill. 
-~ bank and right bank embankment fill and spillway excava- |__--- Bes issn Do. 

tion. | 
pemwen Gomarate Sirtictare.... gone conc cep ewnwcence May 1961. -_....... ; December 1960. 
Completion of embankment_...-...........-.....-.-...--.-.-...- April 1962........- April 1961. 
ae ea ee June 1957_........ | June 1957. 
Bypass roads for State Highway K-13 and FAS 536 at dam site _|____- Or aanbtcndes> | Do. 
SIR Eo IT cl eth de eanatintaiinhetehodmaciiel July I ee sick July 1959. 


Location.—On the Big Blue River about 12 miles above the mouth of the 
stream in Riley and Pottawatomie Counties, Kans., about 6 miles north of Man- 
hattan, Kans. 

Authorization.—1938 and 1944 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.58 to 1.0. 
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Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
SRO TRI CUR 5 ins ibis bn ha dace eee sd. Bie did $88, 100,000 |.......-......-. 
IS SE NINE INE os 55 < pak w inn tingnds on tgactdtinaphé dhipiekbe Bieta © Iaccsrentateicn dee 

i ila ee NE GEER LEEDS BRE IR RS EE RE 0 - 

ME SE bccs Sa ncasbuddntonccuneneccnddsenduniadeacaeeaneenties O31 0c ion ketebtherenie 
ee Ne TOIT CIR isi one sci cectticntoinnowagnedees Oo: 0 O88 1.005 
REE DO NE BO BON nis ng conc iceman ncccncecnaingreapettapeiainltnees Se I Bs 55k oe Seen 
I BOE IS SD FI an oikcnarcensnanesacsebenbansdapiiaiesid Ss 0 6) ais 
Appropriation to date -- ban nccapadgeeilchaanagadagae 27, 994, 000 
senreorntion requested for fiscal year WR iscisce talkin is 5k 12, 500, 000 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1950_...............-..-...---.-.-...- ah cccomns.dceik, 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled earth, shale, and limestone. 
Height: 157 feet. 
Length: 7,500 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Concrete gravity, chute, ogee crest, gated. 
Capacity: Peak discharge, 570,000 cubic feet per second. 
Outlet works: 
Type: Twin horseshoe conduit. 
Capacity: At full pool, 45,000 cubic feet per second. 
Gates: Control, 4 tractor gates. Emergency, 2 tractor gates. 
Stilling Basin: Twin, with central training wall. 


Reservoir capacity: 


Conservation and 
Flood control 
Full pool 


Status (1 January 1958) 


Percent complete 


SE Sek tiinatn ses vddaawiith va tinwecaninimebaantbucedpanl 
Acquisition of TEI TOAD 
Relocation of Federal and state highw oda caicdadinceneccenstieenee 
Relocation of Union Pacific RR. line. ..-.............-.-----.-.- 
Relocation of Missouri Pacific RR. line 
eee ee ee ees 
en of municipal facilities, electric, telephone, oil and gas 
es 
Outlet works conduits and first portion of embankment fill and 
spillway excavation. 


Outlet works control tower and stilling basin and right bank 97 
embankment fill. 

Left bank and right bank embankment fill and spillway excava- 98 
tion. 

Ga DOMOIURD CRE ONNO. 5 iia iss - ks ec Seis 0 

Cammeietion of em beneanent =. 5-5 00st - sien qneseniencey- ” 0 

East abutment access road -_-_- 100 

Bypass roads for State ——- ay K-13 and FAS 536 at Dam site- 


Closure schedule 





100 


Summarized financial data 


Acre feet 


413, 000 
1, 933, 000 


Completion 
schedule 


April 1963. 
D 


0. 
October 1962. 
April 1960. 
May 1961. 
July 1959. 
December 1962. 


December 1953. 
January 1958. 
Do. 


May 1961. 
April 1962. 
June 1957. 
Do. 
July 1959. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Tuttle Creek Reservoir, situated near the mouth of the Blue River, would 
control fiows fruim one of the largest tributaries of the Kansas River. The 
Kansas River has been the source of numerous floods on the lower Missouri 
River, including the disastrous 1951 flood. The valuable industrial areas in 
the flood plan at the Kansas Citys, and every town and farm in the flood plains 
along the entire length of the Kansas and lower Missouri Rivers, are devoid 
of complete flood protection until reservoir control is provided in the Kansas 
River Basin. Construction of the Tuttle Creek Reservoir is vital to the Kansas 
River Basin flood-control plan. 

The 1951 flood, with a discharge approximately twice as large as the 1903 
flood, inundated the Argentine, Armourdale, central industrial, and Fairfax in- 
dustrial districts in Kansas City and substantial portions of Topeka, Manhat- 
tan, and Lawrence, as well as farms and smaller towns along the Kansas and 
lower Missouri Rivers. The 1951 flood emphasized that completion of flood- 
control reservoirs and improvements in the Kansas Basin should not be delayed. 
Studies of this flood, and a potentially greater flood, reaffirmed the strategic 
location of the Tuttle Creek Reservoir and other reservoirs in a system to pro- 
vide flood control. 

The Kansas River was the major source of floodwaters that caused primary 
losses of $870,237,000 in the Missouri River Basin during the 1951 flood. Over 
$600 million of this primary loss was in the area downstream from the Tuttle 
Creek Reservoir. The primary losses exclude unevaluated secondary losses, 
such as inevitable damage to the social life of the areas affected and hardship 
of families. Many of the families that were in only moderate circumstances 
lost everything they owned and underwent untold hardships. Rail-transporta- 
tion facilities were disrupted for more than 3 weeks. 

Tuttle Creek Reservoir and the Kansas River Basin reservoir system are far 
from complete, and flooding can be repeated. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $12,500,000 will be applied to: 





Continue acquisitions of lands in the reservoir area_ ___._____. $8, 000, 000 
Initiate relocation of Kansas State Highways K-9, K-16, U. 8S. 77, 

and Pottawatomie and Riley Counties roads__.______._________._ 2, 480, 000 
Continue relocation of Union Pacific and Missouri Pacific RR. lines. 1, 400, 000 
Complete relocation of cemeteries sf ili UU seo 150, 000 
Initial relocation of powerlines and oil lines____._________________ 100, 000 


Initiate construction of levee to protect Blue Rapids, Kans_____- 250, 000 
Continue construction of spillway structure_____________- cccwe pone 
Continue construction final stage of dam embankment____-__-_- 1, 900, 000 
Neen ea aa a OSS ih ce adiabameine 310, 000 
Supervision and administration_...................-.--...- BAR 660, 000 





ee a eich eae ee alah 12, 500, 000 


Earliest possible completion of the Tuttle Creek Dam is renuired to provide 
flood protection to agricultural lands and municipalities in the Kansas River 
Basin. The height of commleted flood-protection works at the Kansas Citys 
is based on the lowering of floodwater crests to be effected by the Tuttle Creek 
Reservoir operating in conjunction with other authorized reservoirs. The 
amount reauested for land acauisition is required for progressive acquisition 
upstream to vest title in the United States at the earliest possible date to 
mini»ive risk of flooding that might result from high water after closure. 
Possibility of flooding after closure requires that relocations be advanced to 
point that alternate facilities be available at earliest possible date. The amounts 
for the spillway structure and embankment are required to continue work hy 
continuing contracts to be let in fiscal year 1958. 

Von-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooneration.—None required. , 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost of $88, 100,000 
is a decrease of $4,200,000 from the latest estimate ($92,300,000) submitted to 
Congress. Relocations have been decreased $7.062,000, to reflect the reduced 
estimate of cost of the Union Pacific Railroad relocations, indicated by negotia- 
tions now in progress with the railway company, partly offset by increased costs 
of highway and utilitv and other relocation features. Land-acauisition costs 
have been increased $4,500,000, based on current trend of recent awards by the 
courts in condemnation cases and due to increased cost of acquisition proceed- 
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ings ; $500,000 has been included for recreation facilities as a result of provision 
of a conservation pool in lieu of a dry dam. A net decrease of $2,138,000 has 
resulted from refinements in design of construction features and other minor 
revisions and minor adjustments in engineering and design and supervision 
and administration to provide for contributions to the retirement fund and 
reflect a reanalysis of requirements. 


Summary construction rerane | (PB-1), prea years 1958 and 1959 


| 


Total to | Current Budget fis- | Balance to 


Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 | after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
om - — ---—————-— | —---— — 
Lands and damages $24, 570, 300 | $4, 738, 700 $3, 275, 000 | $3,000,000 | $13, 556, 600 
Relocations | 26, 665, 900 | 30, 100 670, 200 6, 181, 700 | 19, 783, 900 
Reservoir --- 625, 000 | | 2, 000 | 2, 000 | 621, 000 
Dam 27,361,000 | 8, 079, 400 3, 548,800 | 4,032,000 | 11, 700, 800 
Fish and wildlife facilities 19, 000 | 19, 000 
Roads 140, 000 | 74, 400 | 500 | 65, 100 
Channels- 160, 000 | | 160, 000 
Recreation 500, 000 | .-. 500, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 280, 000 31,100 | 103, 000 | 145, 900 
Permanent operating equipment i 98, 000 7, 200 90, 800 
Engineering and design 2, 800,000 | 1,826, 400 | 523, 000 310, 000 140, 600 
Supervision and administration 4, 880, 800 911, 700 | 424, 200 | 66), 600 2, 883, 300 
Total applied costs (Federal funds } | 
only) 88, 100, 000 | 15,699,000 | 8, 546,700 | 14,187,300 | 49, 667, 000 
Undistributed costs 278,100 | +—76, 900 —87,300 | —113, 900 


Total project costs (federal funds | 
only) 88, 100, 000 | 15, 977, 100 ry 8, 469, 800 | 14, 100, 000 49, 553, 100 
Pending adjustments... None |- | 
| 
| 


Total cost (Federal funds only) 88, 100, 000 | 15, 977, 100 8, 469, 800 14, 100, 000 | 49, 553, 100 
Undelivered orders 1, 738, 800 \-1, 738, 800 | 1, 946, 900 | —1, 946, 900 
Total obligations 17,715 5, 900 | 6,7 731, 000 | 16, 046, 900, 47, 606, 200 


METHOD OF FINANCIN‘ 


Appropriations | 21, 633,800 | 7, 830, 000 | 


Transferred funds (since July 1, 1956) —1, 470, 000 | 

Unobl gated carryover from prior year | 2,447,900 | 3,546, 900 
Total funds available for obligation | 10, 277.900 | 3,546,900 
Appropriations required . ik | 12,500,000 | 47, 606, 200 


CHANGES IN RELOCATION 


Mr. Cannon. There seems to have been a number of changes con- 
cerning the relocation of the Union Pacific Railroad on this project 
and on the Milford project. 

Will you tell us just what was originally planned and how this has 
been altered and give us the present status and the relative cost of 
the alternate plans? 

We seem never to save money on such changes. They always in- 
volve additional expenditure. 

General Gattoway. This one has saved a considerable amount of 
money. 

Mr. Cannon. That is a very happy exception to the rule. 

General GaLLoway. Formerly we were faced with a relocation of 
the Union Pacific Railroad that was being inundated by the con- 
struction of the Tuttle Creek Reservoir. Milford also had a line of 
the Union Pacific Railroad which was similarly inundated and we 
felt there would be a common relocation for the Milford-Tuttle Creek 
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line. Actually we came to an agreement with the Union Pacific Rail- 
road by which they agreed—this was concurred in all the way down 
the line by the necessary State authorities and by the ICC—to have 
them abandon certain portions of their line and for us to provide 
certain limited facilities and substitute lines to a much smaller extent 
so that we have saved in the neighborhood of somewhere between $7 
million and $10 million. 

Mr. Cannon. Is that saving reflected in your budget ? 

General Gatioway. Yes, sir; it is reflected in this year’s budget. 
We have had a reduction over last year. 


UNITED STATES GYPSUM CO. PLANT 


; 
: 
: 
i 
} 
; 
é 


Mr. Cannon. What settlement was made concerning the United 
States Gypsum Co. plant ? 

General Gattoway. As yet we have not fully determined that. We 
are exploring whether to protect it or buy them out. We will pro- 
tect it if we can do it for the same amount of money. 

Mr. Cannon. You do expect to acquire it? 

General Gattoway. We expect to give them protection and let them 
stay in place if we can afford that protection in an amount less than 
it would cost to acquire it. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you have funds here either for protection or for 
acquisition in 1959 ? 

If you do not, suppose you put that in the record when the transcript 
comes to you. 

General GaLLtoway. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

Funds in the amount of $893,000 are included in the budget request to initiate 
and complete the necessary facilities for protection or acquisition of the gypsum 


plant. 
INCREASE IN LAND ACQUISITION COSTS 


Mr. Cannon. Your land acquisition costs have been increased sub- 
stantially—$4.5 million—because of the trend of court awards in con- 
demnation cases. What seems to be the trouble there? 

General Gatioway. Sir, the Federal acquisition of land is based 
on the idea of a willing buyer and a willing seller. These people in 
Tuttle Creek, who have ‘been opposing the project since it was first con- 
ceived, bitterly opposing it, are not in the category of willing sellers. 
They have opposed the acquisition at every turn. They found that 
certain commissions gave the seller a larger amount than was offered 
in appraisals, so they are tending to look to the courts and the com- 
missions. 

Mr. Cannon. The courts have tended to make amends for the ar- 
bitrary acquisition of their holdings then ? 

General GatitowAy. Our appraisal was based on what we considered 
a fair market price for it. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the difference between your appraisal and 
the amounts the courts recently found in their adjudication? 

General Gattoway. I would think somewhere in the vicinity of 30 
percent. 
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Mr. Cannon. You are going to be somewhat delayed here. Can we 
eliminate that amount for the gypsum plant for the current year? 
Could it be deferred at least ? 

General GaLtoway. We will defer it. I do not believe that that 
is included in here but I will have to advise you. 

Mr. Cannon. Will you repeat that ? 

General Gattoway. I do not know whether the amount of the 
gypsum plant acquisition is included in this estimate but I will put 
it in the record, whether it is. 

(The information appears on p. 702.) 

Mr. Cannon. Can we not defer that? 

General Gattoway. We will defer it as long as we can, sir, but I 
would say that even if it were to be omitted next year, we cannot take 
any money out of our estimate. All of this money would be used to 
good advantage for other relocations that we will have to accomplish. 


CARRYOVER OF FUNDS 


Mr. Cannon. There is a substantial carryover of $3,546,900 on 
this project. 

Does this indicate a slowup which has been due to something other 
than an expenditure ceiling? 

General Gattoway. The expenditure ceiling has probably contrib- 
uted somewhat to the slowup, but the delay in land acquisition has 
also been a potent factor in slowing down our operations and also 
some delays in relocation negotiations with the State and local au- 
thorities on highways. 

Mr. Cannon. That is due to the failure of the landowners to co- 
operate ? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. In view of this carryover, are you confident that 
you will need the additional $2.9 million in the budget amendment ? 

General Gatioway. Yes, sir; I am very confident that we can use 
every cent of that money. 

Mr. Cannon. You can spend that in the fiscal year? 

General GaLttoway. Yes, sir. 

(The following information was furnished later.) 


The estimated unobligated balance discussed was an earlier estimate made 


prior to the removal of the expenditure ceiling. The latest estimate of un- 
obligated carry over is $1 million. 


TUTTLE CREEK 


Mr. Taser. Mr. Chairman, I have a question on the Tuttle Creek 
Reservoir. 
Mr. Cannon. Mr. Taber. 


CONSERVATION STORAGE 


Mr. Taser. You have changed the setup to a point where you are 
going to hold back about 230,000 acre-feet of water for conservation 
storage; is that right ? 


25230—58—pt. 2——-45 
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General Gatioway. Yes, sir. Instead of having this a dry lake, 
this will be a lake with a conservation pool of approximately 185,000 
acre-feet of water in addition to an allocation of 228,000 acre-foot for 
sedimentation, or a total of 413,000 acre-feet for conservation and 
sedimentation. 

Mr. Tazer. That is quite a change in the setup and the approach; 
is it not? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. The local people in the neighborhood 
of Tuttle Creek and vicinity were the ones responsible for the inclu- 
sion, I believe, in one of the committee reports, asking the Corps of 
Engineers to make Tuttle Creek a dry reservoir. It was at the direc- 
tion of the joint conferees of the House and Senate that we changed 
back from a dry dam to a wet reservoir. 

Mr. Taser. The conferees from the Public Works Committee ? 

General Gattoway. From the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Taser. There is no local contribution in this thing at all, is 
there ? 

General Gatnoway. No, sir; the benefits from this project are not 
local in character. 

Mr. Taper. The conservation pool would be local in character ? 

General Gattoway. It would have certain local benefits. 

Mr. Taser. How do you get an increase in storage capacity of this 
setup without raising the dam to flood more land ? 

General Gattoway. What we did, sir, was to go in on the flood- 
control pool and reduce that. We have not raised the overall height 
of the flood-contro] pool. 

Mr. Taser. The total capacity seems to be rated at about 85,000 
feet above what it was before. 

Why were not the local people given a chance to provide the cost 
that would be incident to the recreation pool ? 

General Gattoway. It is a conservation pool and not strictly a 
recreation pool, and also it can be used in times of drought for low- 
flow regulation to augment the low-flows in the Big Blue River below. 


RECREATION FACILITIES 


Mr. Taser. What is this $500,000 for recreation covering? 

General Gatioway. It covers normally public use areas, roads, 
access facilities into the lakes that the general public can use to get to 
the dam at every location. We believe it is desirable for there to 
be a public area established. 

Mr. Taper. How far have you gotten, with this? 

General Gattoway. We have not done anything, sir. None of this 
money is for use in this particular year. This is in part of our over- 
all estimate and there will be no development of that nature until the 
dam is much nearer completion. 

Mr. Taser. That is all. 

Mr. Maenvson. Mr. Chairman, I have a question. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Maenvson. General, it appears from the justifications that this 
project has been speeded up considerably all along the line. Is that 
right? 

The estimates for completion of the various phases have been 
speeded up. 
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General GaLLoway. Have been speeded up 4 

Mr. Maenuson. Yes. 

General Gattoway. No, it has been speeded up from what we had 
gone back to when we were faced with the former budget. 

Mr. Maenuson. That is the difference between the original budget 
this year and the revised budget? 

General GaLtLoway. Yes, sir. 


OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 


Mr. Magnuson. I see. This has been a project which has been sub- 
ject to a lot of controversy. I know there was strong opposition to it. 
Does that opposition still exist ? 

General GatLtoway, In the neighboring areas, tributary areas, a lot 
of people were against it because the people within the reservoir area 
itself were opposed to it. Most of the people from the reservoir area 
are gone and the people from the vicinity have become, in my opinion, 
proponents of the project now although the diehards who are being 
moved from their homes are still opposed to it. 

Mr. Maanuson. The people in the adjacent area who opposed it ap- 
parently opposed it on a basis of sympathy with the people in the area ? 

General GatLoway. That is right, in sympathy with the people in 
the area, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. At the end of this year we will have about $27 mil- 
lion invested in it; is that right? 

General Gattoway. That is correct. 

Mr. Maenuson. I would say that those who are still opposing it are 
really diehards because it would not appear that we could possibly 
turn our backs on it now after that large an investment; is that right ? 

General Gattoway. I do not believe there are any people who are 
opposing it in the hopes of stopping it, but they are still damning it 
with faint praise. 

Mr. Maenvuson. That is all. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton. 


COMPLETION SCHEDULE 


Mr. Fenron. General, the revised estimate for completion of the 
project is 1963, but what was the original estimate? 

General GALLoway. Last year we came in with an estimate at that 
time of June 1961. With the revised estimate now, the entire pro- 
ject will be completed in June of 1962. 

Mr. Fenton. I note that you are having trouble with land dam- 
ages, and so forth, according to your schedule here, and if you get 
the money for this fiscal year, 1959, you will have remaining to be 
paid for land damages, $13.5 million. 

Then I notice that your dam is progressing pretty rapidly but 
after 1959 it will have $11.7 million. 

As to controversy over this land question, just where is that lo- 
cated? That is, as far as the dam is concerned ? 

General GatLoway. It was located upstream of the dam itself in 
the area where we were going to have the reservoir and there were 
a number of towns that were being inundated partially or wholly. 
Whole communities had to leave and some of them decided to aban- 
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don the town and others decided to get protection and remain on 
their former locations. 

The closure of the dam is to take place next summer, 1959. 

Mr. Fenton. What I was leading up to was this: Appropriations 
for ad will find you where you will have utilized 46 percent of the 
costs ¢ 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. If this land is not secured and if we should have a 
flood of the type we had in 1951, would there be any question of damage 
to the project 

Eaters! Gatioway. No, sir; possibly, in my opinion, there might 
be a very slight difficulty encountered, but I do not think anythin 
of that nature would be likely to happen. We may not clear up al 
of the acquision of the land but we will have instigated the acquisition 
of the land before the time indicated in the report. 

Mr. Fenton. That is all. 

Mr. Cannon. 


POMME DE TERRE RESERVOIR, MO. 


Mr. Cannon. Pomme de Terre Reservoir, $3.4 million. 
We will insert pages 82a through 87. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


POMME DE TERRE, RESERVOIR, Mo. 


(Continuing) 
Oy Oil i hi dh ih aera ces bd teddies $3, 000, 000 
I I, SE iid iid cia slerntebeid Doinh apt Ip ofl sere caccilaridndchaiceed tine 3, 400, 000 
I a coal. d ccnentesiieegniiiin nes =pinemptiepenapphaan ppc 400, 000 








estimate 

Acquisition of additional land and flowage easements ----.---- $450, 000 $450, 000 0 
Initiate relocation of Missouri Highway D..-..........----..- 100, 000 250, 000 $150, 000 
Initiate relocation of powerlines---_-.......-..----------------- 75, 000 100, 000 25, 000 
ee COI cin ag = otc - sg cn one i nce - caqec eco see 8, 000 8, 000 0 
Continue construction of outlet works and embankment_..-_-_-- 2, 200, 000 2, 400, 000 200, 000 
Wneeeareny Ge Geet... 2 5. oo 55 do ois ees. 25, 000 25, 000 
Supervision and administration............-..---------------- 142, 000 167, 000 25, 000 

Total . .n.c0-senne--ncrcwne nnn snne- sn eennpyecnenanencoe- 3, 000, 000 3, 400, 000 400, 000 





Revised completion schedule 











1959 budget Revised estimate 


Miptite probed soo 5- <i —- net - ng se se nese cet s eens June 1962_.........| June 1961. 
Agguisition of reservolr ares... ..-.........--.-----.-.-----------].---< sen cahetens Do. 

Relocation of State highway D-................-----..-----.-..-- September 1960_._| June 1960. 
First stage construction, including excavation for outlet works, | February 1958...._| April 1958. 


lacement of portion of embankment, access road to project 
m county road, and clearing administrative area. 


Completion of embankment, outlet works, and spillway--.......- April 1962__..._._- April 1961. 
Dem i re eee S LU EO ls Le Las sdsdes ae MWR i235. July 1960. 
Ee FE oe re re pn mere penser spadasseenencisansneneeoes Deferred. ........- Deferred. 





or 
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Location.—On the Pomme de Terre River, 43.8 miles above the mouth, about 3 
miles south of Hermitage, Mo., and about 30 miles north of Bolivar, Mo. 

Authorization.—1938, 1944, and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.44 to 1 (without power), 1.26 to 1 (with power). 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost (without power)........................2.2..--...- 900; 700, C00 te So. se. 
Non-Federal cost 


SS ncctphsi mann hecnitvagocrhoenenmenk coun aa aeaaaaat ea 
Sots eabiaeates prujees Gok! Se own is ene a ce 1 
Appropriations to June 90, 10567... .. 2.0. ene esi cei nse cc cc cen cee censee 


8, 

1, 
Apapepeinaions Tor Gaee) Yar 1608... is. nncencwncenndncnancsddbenepennsssns 2, 000, 
> 447 


Appropriations to date 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959..................-..---.--...- 000. 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__...............------«..----.--- Fb Bh OOO hitetn ge ccemuhn-cn 


Norte.— Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation with power is $26,000,000, 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Dam: 
Type: Earth and rock fill, 
Height: 155 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Length: 4,630 feet. 


Reservoir capacity : Aore-feet 
eee 407, 000 
IT UII tele, Gch dis ercanencmnnntsnieectconmpanehacehnaptpintneasinenas took aies aeedteeintee naman 230, 000 


Dike section : 
Height: 25 feet (maximum). 
Length: 2,790 feet. 
Spillway : 
Type: Uncontrolled overflow chute. 
Capacity: (Maximum pool) 73,300 cubic feet per second. 
Future power installation : 
Initial and ultimate: 2 units at 8,400 kilowatts; 16,800 kilowatts (deferred). 
Presently planned: None. 
Nominal head: 77 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1968) 


Percent Completion 
complete schedule 

PEE Bn. nik sciekdvapustapnanpihadipinanknsntireeiaiabeaiannsiimamntens 12 | June 1962. 
DO GE COMIT UNE BION onk on dices eceteciecos ei eesi ickedewiuareddda 20 Do. 
Relocation of State Highway D..................----...---.-.4-- «--- a 0 | September 1960. 
Ist stage construction, including excavation for outlet works, placement of 

portion of embankment, access road to project from county road, and 89 | February 1958. 

clearing administrative area. 
Completion of embankment, outlet works, and spillway..........-....--.-- 0 | April 1962. 


EE ns an wmenanede svete -ipeesedginanakhaenctetnaaateaieee dan adie July 1959. 
Power facilities -__--- watuatiad uenbs cnnatshias -ddsib a due Vent ba sbesmaeeweosseee Deferred. 





JUSTIFICATION 


The Osage River which rises in east-central Kansas and is known there as the 
Marais des Cygnes River, flows into Missouri and through the Ozark Hills to 
its confluence with the Missouri River. Disastrous floods have occurred during 
recent years such as the floods of July 1951 and May 1943. In addition to the 
above, numerous other floods have occurred throughout the Osage River Basin. 
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For example, flood records at Hermitage, Mo., on the Pomme de Terre River, 
which is a major tributary of the Osage River, indicate that flood stage has 
been exceeded or equaled 59 times during the past 37 years, which is a fre- 
quency of almost 2 floods per year. The Pomme de Terre Reservoir is one of 
the principal units in the Osage River flood-protection plan, and in conjunction 
with the other units will contribute substantially to protection of 160,000 acres 
of highly developed agricultural land along the Missouri River and over 26,000 
acres along the Osage River. The Pomme de Terre project alone will provide 
protection to 5,500 acres of land along the Pomme de Terre River immediately 
below the dam. 

In addition to flood control, this reservoir provides conservation storage to 
be used to supplement low water flows for abatement of stream pollution, navi- 
gation on the Missouri and Mississippi Rivers, and for relief from droughts. 
The supplemental flows will also pass through the Bagnell power dam, located 
on the Osage River, and thereby supplement stream flows available for genera- 
tion of private power. Provision will be made for installation of power in the 
Pomme de Terre Dam at some future date when the demand therefor justifies 
the expenditure for power facilities. 

As a result of complaints due to frequent and intense flooding on the Osage 
River below Bagnell Dam, the Congress authorized that an investigation be 
made by the Federal Power Commission to determine whether the operation of 
that dam was responsible for the damages incurred. In its report, that agency 
stated that “the only realistic solution of the flood problems in the Osage River 
Basin lies in the provision of flood-control storage upstream from the Bagnell 
project,” and recommended that “Congress take action to complete an effective 
and feasible system of flood-control reservoirs upstream from Bagnell Dam.” 
The Pomme de Terre Reservoir project is strategically located for withholding 
flood flows from the Pomme de Terre River that enter the “power pool” formed 
by Bagnell Dam. The current estimate of annual benefits for flood control, con- 
servation, and navigation only is $1,146,700. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $3 million will be applied to: 


Acquisition of additional land and flowage easements__.__._.__..__--_ $450, 000 
Initiate relocation of Missouri highway D_-----------_--_----_----__ 100, 000 
Sameera: UOC CUE perenne TO i cercssecseccectnatnrimcenalel 75, 000 
SES ELE D AA ENG BS Aig iy PON, nO 8, 000 
Continue construction of outlet works and embankment________-____ 2, 200, 000 
I ah sn een clcinaiaiiaag 25, 000 
Dns Meee OMNIMETALION. =o eco 142, 000 

i cinch net gaeigscmaetcraia ine ta deltiaialtal cine caittaadadinada anaes Aaaiaineasiid 3, 000, 000 


The amount requested for construction of the outlet works and embankment 
is the minimum requirement to meet the scheduled closure date on the continu- 
ing contract to be let in fiscal year 1958. The amounts requested for reloca- 
tions and land acquisition are required to advance the work to st»tus that flood- 
ing after closure would not cause prolonged inundation of privately owned 
facilities. Highway D, in particular, will become impassable after closure as 
any appreciable storage behind the cofferdam during periods of high water will 
inundate sections thereof, isolating residents between the two arms of the reser- 
voir from schools and the county seat. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation—None required. 

Comparison of Federal costs estimates—Current Federal cost estimate of 
$18,700,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress; however, 
there have been adjustments between feature costs within the overall project 
estimate. An increase in engineering and design and supervision and adminis- 
tration of $66,000 to provide for contributions to the retirement fund has been 
offset by a reduction in the contingency allowance for construction features. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 








Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Land and damages_.--_-.....-... pbahawle cite $2, 180, 000 $175, 100 $549, 900 $350,000 | $1, 105, 000 
OCR ac inc giexsccrnasccccuapewseh 5 46D, 00D Bcc cncayenntbvcuseceecs 183, 000 1, 257, 000 
ee ciple thilighindbnieseucdinm nein aaalieliets id 934, 000 es . 934, 000 
Raien a dag tiddl t~ ach = de eebab phos bed 11, 296, 000 223,300 | 1,123,000 | 1, 804, 500 8, 145, 200 
rah ond wildlife facilities - Week akeat DR he cen otter ded locduk tenet 26, 500 
Roads, railroad and bridges. caakmibemehbindiiils 219, 000 25, 500 WE hed cee 154, 600 
Channels ce ad EIA bon mae ake dee Loads coats kee 115, 000 
meecrentoam Tactinies ..-.. 2... 2... 139, 000 |_____- alot ak ; 139, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities .........-- 249, 000 21, 900 105, 400 72, 200 49, 500 
Permanent operating equipment... -_------ 30, Ros wakaene 7, Gee hs woke 22, 500 
Engineering and design __.___.-......_--- 816, 500 640, 900 136, 000 25, 000 14, 600 
Supervision and administration... ...__- 1, 255, 000 116, 900 152, 000 165, 300 820, 800 


Total ee cost eee funds 
only) -. ...-| 18, 700,000 1, 203, 600 2, 112, 700 2, 600, 000 12, 783, 7! 
Undistributed costs_ 600 —600 

















Total project cost eae funds only y) ..-.| 18, 700, 000 1, 204, 200 2, 112,100 | 2, 600,000 12, 783, 700 
ending adjustments__-___--_- na daadon aan QBN F255 SS <iget lech phate ee ee 
Total cost (Federal funds only) _-._- 18, 700, 000 1, 204,200 | 2,112,100 | 2,600,000 12, 783, 700 
Undelivered orders.............---------- __...-.--.--| 212,100 | —212,100| 531,200 | + —531, 200 
Tete! Cee a Re See 1, 416,300 | 1,900,000 | 3,131,200 | 12, 252,500 
METHOD OF FINANCING Poop eo ge! a 

Appropriations. ___- wibchinnwawaieintit FA 5 ee nn 
Permanent transfers since July 1 (SD AR 5c ack! | de Se eS eee 
Unobligated carryover from prior WOE has lanereicntcindiciebniend 31, 200 9 eer 
Total funds available for — eS see 1, 447, 500 2 031, 200 131, 200 WRT 

PO OREIINNS SONNE ic. oo hk aii hchdad des crenata ..| 3,000,000 12, 252, 500 





LOWER HEART RIVER, N. DAK. 


Mr. Cannon. Lower Heart River, $500,000. We will insert pages 
88a through 94. 


(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—(LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS) 
FLOOD CONTROL 


Lower Heart River, N. Dax. 




















(Continuing) 
RI  GHEOION oe anne ak a des a we ee ol es eee ae encom enone $500, 000 
Revised estimate__- PPE IESE AOE, SAPONINS Le HS Pe! 500, 000 
Increase in budget eutimeate....o-...<.0nd oaks eee et sabes ee 0 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
a. a Sore ag Se ee ] l 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue construction of Mandan unit relocations-__._._....- $408, 500 $408, 500 0 
Complete construction of Mandan unit levee changes- 35, 400 35, 400 0 
Supervision and administration..._.............-..---.---- : 37, 300 37, 300 0 
Mmgineering amd Gesigitt.. . «20 462i. scala foceiJ. uu 18, 800 18, 800 0 
SIN tio ins c.0in- os scsceedearieeaicielltsk ts eleiestat te htop eahirenmliaaeakaad er 500, 000 500, 000 0 











na: 
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Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised 





estimate 
I leek hed nskden ts a cad ntrinipen euch peak naebmbadiiecdnddniaan Mabie Sept. 30,1960 | Nov. 30, 1960 
DIN nh dade one enue spaodanncisnchp be ciedeuttequns Sidebecin Saitaee AE. Do. 
TON or is nc ckincican obcowSdpecssieesdsasabacscdtusanswcdesd OOcexscexk Sept. 30, 1960 
dE cena a nin eine senna ction rubtnipitngicandatinesinecs ad RN 0. 
Location.—On the Heart River in the vicinity of Mandan, N. Dak. 
Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.96 to 1. 
Summarized financial data 
Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Te uke dnk ios povtaccbenbautedbbaihicoswcbecsécn Pe, TEE ish oc ttbacs ~~ 
en sig dhavavenenunsaueteniveuccsesakeed GOES fo seee deans sace- 
i ctl ais nchsnins aieeieimnadien dines’ OS ok eeendie 
Nene nnn ne en ns enim aaetneapandanutiens aap en acts 
Estimated —- EE eee Snips bnos copnaldunanan siewde sJcLaaeet DGS bon ee cost cause. 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_.............--.--- a a ST BSc keaaakweotkew=< 
EES ee ee ie te tates eeaine 
i eepenanmnehsetnakt xan 290, 000 17 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1959_...........-.--.--..----------- 500, 000 45 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_ _..............--.-..-----.--.--- GED Babiendiievanintive 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Relocations, railroads: Feet 
en MERINO SS eo ec scat See le ca fot eee 300 
Gpeming in Routh Branch RR... «<<. = == =~ 2. scs sce eee ee cee 300 
ee er re on eee 10, 000 
Levees: 
a tag I a ee ea a ae eek Sed awe 4, 000 
NE SOVOO. . Cid: iwi xucu5t eee bieeaws l= asco 14, 500 
IPOD so ic wr ne nih dG anda aban kei oie 20, 300 
Status (Jan. 1, 1988) 
Percent Completion schedule 
complete 
. Entire project Sept. 30, 1960. 
Mandan unit ?....-.-.-.-.-.----------+--------------- ® {Mrondan unit Sept. 30, 1960. 
ie nna necipieameanannnaibeinaa (2) Unit below Mandan Sept. 30, 1960. 
Sunny unit.__.........-- chet aMbeddeh ses etinnetueenee (2) | Sunny unit Sept. 30, 1960. 


1 Initial contract scheduled for award Apr. 15, 1958, 
2 Not started. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The existing levees and structures were proven inadequate by reason of over- 
topping in the flood of 1952. The present project will increase the degree of pro- 
tion afforded the city of Mandan, N. Dak., and provide virtually complete pro- 
tection for approximately 4,400 acres of land, of which 2,500 are irrigable; 550 
residences; 210 business establishments; the North Dakota State Training School, 
the Northern Pacific Railway; and United States Highway 10. Protection will 
also be provided for a large number of house trailers, public grounds, streets 
and utilities. Annual benefits of the flood-control project are estimated at $153,600. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The $500,000 requested will be applied to: 


Continue construction of Mandan unit relocations_-_.........------- $408, 500 
Complete construction of Mandan unit levee changes _ _~-____- lee ie 35, 400 
Supervision and administration... .-............-..---..-.----.-- 37, 300 
SOON, GIL CONGR: ss 5 inc sss $c Hee Bee eee 18, 800 

ha ing win ote enshep o-tbien th aan re thabns atp ns eae ene IE acta ee 500, 000 


To preclude the possibility of future flood damages from floods equaling or ex- 
ceeding the magntitude of the 1952 flood, it is considered of the utmost import- 
ance that this project be constructed as soon as possible. It was determined that, 
of the three units to be constructed, the Mandan unit be initiated first due to the 
high concentration of business and residential properties involved. The construc- 
tion proposed with requested fiscal year 1959 funds will provide added protection 
for those properties. 

Non-Federal costs —The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
—— of the authorized project is estimated at $302,400, which is broken down 
as follows: 


Pn CRI es 2 de ee ee eee $110, 200 
TRUE: POQII Soe Soc ois sedi dc ns cwckwslennn tb dpacdsna tenes 126, 100 
EN, WRINGUIB sk nine ca wan as beaded beer a mieaiareoere ; 
Cemneenclies BG GROWING... < «sense Hoda mnceacnucesheeaeee 62, 300 
Wiese. socsches sess ae eee 302, 400 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $5,800. 

Status of local cooperation—The board of commissioners of the lower Heart 
River water conservation and flood-control project of Morton County, sponsor 
of the project, has shown a continued active interest in the project, and are en- 
gaged in planning for the bridge raise on United States Highway 10 and in 
preliminary negotiations for right-of-way. At the request of the board, preliminary 
right-of-way drawings have been furnished, to enable local interests to make a 
firm estimate of funds requirements, so that bonds may be sold in the required 
amount to defray local costs for the entire project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,750,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. However, 
adjustments have been made between features within the overall estimate to 
reflect the results of more detailed design studies. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





































































Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Sunny unit: 
Es UE Mitebecodhubcclicdabvcctucsd Ol tes. eee cel eRe $29, 400 
Engineering and design._..._........-- 6, 500 eer ee $4, 600 1,000 
Supervision and administration - —_-_._.- 6, 100 BOF bnddcetedwuite 500 5, 500 
Total cost (Sunny unit) _.........._. 42, 000 O00 tes 5, 100 | 35, 900 
Mandan unit: . 
di od dee igeso again 1, BRT, FOO be scttnngcian $30, 000 412, 500 664, 800 
SN db? behbL bite se ddeee ch 400 Fo ii 10, 000 ee ee 
Engineering and design.._.__........--- 71, 000 52, 600 15, 500 1, 000 1, 900 
Supervision and administration - -_---- 106, 000 5, 000 5, 000 35, 500 60, 500 
Total cost (Mandan unit) ........-.- 1, 333, 700 57, 600 60, 500 488, 400 727, 200 
Unit below Mandan: ; part | 
eS ae RN ais Cree eo nwan i dbitetedhn 120, 000 
Levees - - - ine anenne I a ia hai ale de ced ues 194, 400 
Engineering and design _- puie 24, 000 Te ce. oooe ss : 13, 200 1, 500 
Supervision and administration _____. 35, 900 Meteo dead 1,300 33, 700 
Total cost (unit below Mandan)-.-. 374, 300 OA ee aon e 14, 500 | 349, 600 
Total applied cost apes | funds 4“ ' 
et kind cacnieeo -<- 1, 750, 000 68, 800 60, 500 508, 000 1, 112, 700 
Undistributed cost. ..........._.--- bdicaimad 0 0 0 0 
Total project cost Goeeee funds 
only) ad -| 1,750,000 68, 800 , 500 508, 000 1, 112,7 
Pending adjustment. Ure SS 4 eae ae eee we dpieee nt 500 —500 0 0 
| sc i tales 
Total cost (Federal funds only)-_--- 1, 750, 000 69, 300 60, 000 508, 000 1, 112, 700 
Undelivered orders. ._.-...-..---- Space dloenacdene 0 40, 000 112, 700 —152, 700 
‘Fetal Gungatiems. .................-. 1, 750, 000 69, 300 100, 000 620, 700 960, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
I ens itis isco latiewscabedod 120, 000 90, 000 bcc neibewcilsnccnbasenin 
SUG DE onc ccnccnccnnccus i et emaibaedl I Reid ca eerenene Beanies Leak helen 
Unobligated carryover prior year..........}_....-..-.-- p06 eee 20, 700 Baa; OO Pakensvnsates 
Total funds available for obligations_|_...........|...-.-..---. 220, 700 scrote peal antec idle 
Appropriation required_........._._- he ye oboe seme | Be ries | 500, 000 | 960, 000 





CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 


Mr. Cannon. You were scheduling the award of the initial contract 
in this project for April 15, a week ago tomorrow. Have you awarded 
it yet? 

General GaLtLoway. No, sir; we have not awarded it yet. 

Mr. Cannon. April 15 has come and gone. 

General Gattoway. What has happened is that we are awaiting 
for the local interests to award a contract for the raising of a highway 
bridge and until we get that action taken, we do not have enough 
assurance to proceed with our contracting for the levee work which 
depends on that. 

Mr. Cannon. Will you be delayed sufficiently to affect the appro- 
priation here? 

General Ga.titoway. No, sir. 
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LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. It does not appear that the local cooperation on this 
project is much further along than it was last year. 

What is the delay? What is the current status? 

General Gattoway. Sir, at that time they were still hoping, I be- 
lieve, that the State would take over and furnish the wherewithal for 
them to raise the highway bridge on Highway 10. They gave that 
up and then started to obtain funds to accomplish the work. They 
have authority to sell bonds from the necessary State organizations 
that have that in their jurisdiction. 

Mr. Cannon. Have they actually had a vote on the bond issue? 

General GaLttoway. They have authority without having a vote. 

Mr. Cannon. It is not necessary to submit the bond issue to the 
people? 

General Gattoway. That is right. I have been told that. 

Mr. Cannon. In view of the whole situation, you still think you 
need the entire amount? 

General GALLoway. Yes, sir. 


SIOUX FALLS, S. DAK. 


Mr. Cannon. For Sioux Falls, 8. Dak., there is $1,900,000. Insert 
pages 95a through 101. 
(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Stoux Fauus, 8. Dak. 








(Continuing) 
abet entimete.:... . 2c cdedsonk oe Se eA $1, 200, 000 
Reevenets Chit 5 oo Sn 5 3 io es ne ceed bens eee 1, 900, 000 
Jnoreane in budget entimate....... 2 ..6026.5 8 es A Se 700, 000 

The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
| estimate 

Initiate Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific track raise at 
io hanna on eh eee nie ae ee eRe nd ie a es 0 | $42, 000 $42, 000 
Initiate Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific RR. bridge. - $60, 000 175, 000 115, 000 
Initiate Great Northern RR. bridge. _.......................- 60, 000 0 —60, 000 
Initiate raising Cliff Ave Bridge... 0 20, 000 20, 000 
Initiate diversion channel and levees_...__- 0 | 220, 000 220, 000 
Initiate and complete reinforcing flood wall. 0 149, 500 149, 500 
pe EO eS ee eee ee 0 50, 000 50, 000 
epee eae 0 90, 000 90, 000 
a NSA 840, 000 782, 000 —58, 000 
Complete levee and channel alterations, sec. ITT__..._....._-. 100, 000 164, 000 64, 000 
Initiate and complete raising State Highway 38A bridge__._.. 25, 000 37, 500 12, 500 
pS =» Re ee Se IO Bee, 40, 000 50, 000 10, 000 
Supervision and administration..............................- 75, 000 | 120, 000 45, 000 
Wit os. xc csashacicqemacnangannesncntitapcmnniccaicnatn 1,200,000 | 1, 900, 000 | 700, 000 











| 
4 
| 
) 
. 
| 
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Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 

Ne hh eetducacutacenuaeeeneenelen December 1960_...| October 1959. 
Levee and channel alterations: 

an cats aha wemne nee anmaasnmnmiulpien June 1958__.......-. June 1958. 

SE ea ne bk dbtibuddimvdonsnnntdanhnedes Jdgndbdbbnbaminns as sic din Sad Do. 

an rn ensee keen bie mipane aummiernems September 1958_...; November 1958. 
I IIIGE CINE) BO VOCB iso oo. oan nn cdc nc cncsccusussecceas September 1960_...| June 1960. 
oo So ods So Sisenininenetnninn ainninn gnietttan oempil November 1959._..| August 1959. 
le a OO senesiereasmn ener namananeital September 1960_.._.| November 1959. 
ee tl ln ac delsieesacthovotdaisdnticvewuebodddiddametaa December 1960....| June 1960. 
tin nec cienctndepeenesncanccsonsemmangneleneiainenied |_| SEM Do. 


Location.—Local protection on the Big Sioux River at Sioux Falls, Minnehaha 
County, 8. Dak. 


Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.32 to 1. 


Summarized Financial Data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
I 8 sn enninngabacdbasiidastdbeoessohie EN eee 
Ee PINON, oon occ Sd ccmsccdcctucscetccdséucesedbasees GBT IEE Tbscadactiadone 
os on oa cepebiancsnonspanebeatd } OO son dei ipsa 
i a | sanbaidiepeibebapaainabeupned Sy Cis wchendemnGalcion 
ee oo nmaaenmpincinmmaceneeiuntndantion YS ae 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957__........-- Stacenividaaliccaaeiaaaemammtiaaiinannmarale DRL Bisccbsocewescose 
pS SG ea eee 1 tedcasgneseses 
A i nb baenenpedepdocarsiooganh 2, 400, 000 44 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__...............-.-...---.-..- 1, 200, 000 66 
B ce to complete after fiscal year 1959. __......-..-.---<.---..-...------ SF 7 eae ee 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 


Big Sioux River: 
Height: 5 to 15 feet. 
Length: 21.9 miles. 
Diversion channel: 
Height: 2 to 8 feet. 
Length: 5.2 miles. 
Channels: 
Improvement 10.8 miles along Big Sioux River. 
Improvement 2.7 miles along diversion channel. 
Diversion structures: 
Diversion dam: Reinforced concrete with 10 gates. 
Diversion weir: Reinforced concrete. 
Spillway chute: Reinforced concrete. 
Relocations (Federal) : 
Chicago Milwaukee St. Paul & Pacific Railroad: Construet 1 new bridge 
and raise track. 
Great Northern Railway: Replace 1 bridge. 
Highway: Raise 2 bridges and remove 2 bridges. 


Status (1 January 1958) 











Percent Completion 
complete schedule 

I a a | ao ohn memes ta wilisaindg nlnibeeslebnirete 0 | December 1960. 
Levee and channel alterations: 

| EE a es a caistantiin to wicasteashigidmaabcsiaciaatal a sae tind 82 | June 1958, 

SE sc iatieme: alcatel ile a tee ‘ RE SOS eS ie Do. 

SS ae ae sitesi aati inna tcietliliiatina 0 | September 1958. 
Diversion channel and levees = 0 | September 1960. 
AS ee 0 | November 1959. 
ie 0 | September 1960, 
se ncn ai dhe smeinnt ie cumin eneieiipeieendl 0 | December 1960. 
a a eee 31 Do. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Bags oy will provide a high degree of protection to a large area at Sioux 
Falls, 8. Dak., against recurring floods on the Big Sioux River and its tributary, 
Skunk Creek. Included within the area are over 600 residences, over 100 business 
establishments, 15 major industrial plants, a utility company, the municipal 
airport which includes important National Guard training facilities, 16 wells 
which constitute the city’s water supply, the city’s sewage’ disposal plant, several 
large well-developed recreational areas, numerous streets and roads, and portions 
of the sewer and water distribution systems. The floods of 1951 and 1952 each 
caused damages in Sioux Falls in excess of $700,000, flooded approximately 550 
residences, and over 2,000 people were evacuated from their homes. inety 
business establishments and 15 industrial establishments were flooded and severely 
damaged. The municipal sewage treatment plant was damaged and 6 of the 
city’s 16 water supply wells were temporarily out of service. The airport was 
entirely flooded with severe damage to airport facilities. The flood of June 1957 
caused damages evaluated at approximately $836,000 within the city. However 
the uncompleted project was successful in reducing the effect of the flood and 
residential flooding was limited to 149 homes with 337 evacuations. Damages 
prevented in this | flood were $843,000 and annual flood-control benefits for the 
completed project are estimated at $247,800. Completion of the project at an 
early date is needed to prevent recurring losses. 
Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,200,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacifie RR. bridge_________ $60, 000 
Initiate Great Northern RR. bridge........-..2---...-...--.---.- 60, 000 
GComtinus qulway CNN... 620s 5 as. - EE Sn ee emencichennacee 840, 000 
Complete levee and channel alterations, see. IIIJ_-..--_.-.--_--- -- 100, 000 
Complete raising state Highway 38A bridge__-............-.-..--- 25, 000 
Pneineering ant GR aos 62s ee celrae sect dpe eenswnnannnecee 40, 000 
Supervision and adtinistration..... .... .......- 2s ee See 75, 000 

a ee ee ey NN EE, 1, 200, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1959 will complete levee and channel alter- 
ations, section III, and the raising of State Highway 38A bridge. Work will 
continue on the spillway chute. Construction of the new bridge for the Chicago, 
Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad and replacement of the Great Northern 
Railway bridge will be initiated to pass design flows of the diversion channel, 
Design studies and the preparation of plans and specifications for the remaining 
work will be continued. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $437,700 broken down as fol- 
lows: 


ET ee ye ee $100, 400 
Relocations (1 new highway bridge and alter approaches of 2 bridges)... 337, 300 
TORR. 2. . onccnecnenntdiswsseesmaeeiesameanes ee 437, 700 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $16,000 
including $5,300 for annual cost of future major replacement. 

In addition, local interests have constructed improvements for drainage and 
flood control from Dell Rapids to Sioux Fails. The improvements include channel 
straightening of the Big Sioux River throughout the lower two-thirds of the reach 
and drainage canals in the Big Sioux River flood plain discharging through a 
drop concrete structure near the northeast corner of the city of Sioux Falls and 
into the Big Sioux River below the falls, The cost of construction together with 
maintenance and operation has been in excess of one million dollars. 

Status of local cooperation.—Formal assurances of local cooperation were 
accepted from the city of Sioux Falls, 8S. Dak. on September 26, 1955. Local 
interests have acquired 65 percent of the rights-of-way required for the entire 
project. All rights-of-way required for sections I and II and the spillway chute 
have been secured. Local interests will be requested to acquire the rights-of- 
way for section III in January 1958. Rights-of-way for remaining work will be 
requested in fiscal year 1959. A new bridge for U. 8. Highway 77 over the diver- 
sion channel is under construction. 


: 
j 
| 
| 
| 
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Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate ot 
$5,470,000 is an increase of $1,230,000 over the latest estimate submitted to Con- 
gress. Higher price levels increased costs $34,000. Restudy of the project follow- 
ing the June 1957 flood indicated the necessity for more riprap protection and 
drainage structures, larger waterway openings at highway and railroad crossings 
and the need for reinforcing the existing flood wall increasing costs $798,000. A 
large share of the channel excavation in the Big Sioux River, section I, proved 
unsuitable for use in the levees and required more borrow increasing costs $109,000. 
Changed foundation conditions encountered during construction in the spillway 
chute stilling basin area required termination of the existing contract and redesign 
of the spillway chute and increased costs $180,000. Further design studies 
decreased cost of the diversion headworks $116,000. Adjustments in engineering 
and design and supervision and administration based on reanalysis of requirements 
and to provide for contributions to the retirement fund increased costs $225,000. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 
| | 




































Balance to 
Project cost} Total to Current | Budget fis-| complete 
Feature estimate June 30, | fiscal year cal year | after fiscal 
1957 1958 1959 year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Relocations__ 0 $66, 000 $140, 900 $589, 900 
Channels. $131, 700 110, 700 17, 700 331, 400 
Levees_-... on , 672, 000 q 82, 300 524, 400 
Floodway control and diversion structure..| 1,380,000 0 186, 000 744, 100 449, 900 
Engineering and design..............-.-.-. 460, 000 250, 300 120, 000 40, 000 49,7 
Supervision and administration. -.......-- 311, 500 67, 600 78, 400 75, 000 90, £ 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
Cit tidichisiatGecsccesesae= 5,470,000 | 1,121,600 | 1,212,600 | 1,100,000 2, 035, 800 
CO ee nl cinmemineeeae ONE Be dnniiennne ae habill deans Teasinatebiisnd 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
Shit sebektidedbcswense -----| 5,470,000 | 1,121,600 | 1,212,600 | 1, 100, 000 2, 035, 800 
I MIG re Sond esc cosweccccensocnnsenecces 3, 600 SLES lodundvenbduniacnepdaahtes 
Total cost (Federal funds only) ----.- 5, 470, 000 1, 125, 200 1, 209, 000 1, 100, 000 2, 035, 800 
PND GUUNNURLD. Sohn cece cne ca nctosenfessscendneok 67, 000 —49, 000 147, 800 — 165, 800 
I sa niieinegnehnenreneey noes tainted 1, 192,200 | 1,160,000 | 1,247, 800 1, 870, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
FE cin edindenbannqeceraeeenenée looweevenmsee 1,200,000 | 1, 200, NN Ei cttnautitaltedlcontsetmesaiaied 
Unobligated carryover from prior year.....|........-.--|------------ 7, GD bcdslcel an 
Total funds available for obligation-_|_.........--| ee ee See --- 
Appropriations required_............|...--------- | lial taeda 1,200,000 | 1, 870, 000 





INCREASE IN ESTIMATED COST 


Mr. Cannon. Again we have had a cost increase on this project, 
amounting to $1,230,000. That is an increase, General Galloway, of 
more than 25 percent. If you missed the difference between $5.25 
and $5.27 we would not complain, but when you missed the mark 
25 percent, that is rather impressive. How do you account for that 
situation? 

General GatLtoway. Higher price levels increased the cost a small 
amount, $34,000. Then we had a very disastrous flood in June of 1957 
up in that area and a restudy of the project after that flood indicated 
the necessity for considerably more riprap protection, drainage 
structures, larger waterway openings at highway and railway cross- 
ings and need for reinforcing the existing flood wall which increased 
costs about $800,000. vorr a ' 

A large share of the channel excavation in the Big Sioux River, 
section I, proved unsuitable for use in levees and required more 
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borrow, increasing the cost $109,000. Changed foundation conditions 
encountered during the construction of the spillway chute on this 
project required us to terminate the contract that was underway 
and redesign the spillway chute with increased costs of $180,000. 

We had some other changes which accounted for a decrease in 
certain of the costs. Design studies decreased cost of diversion 
headworks by $116,000. 

Mr. Cannon. All your rights-of-way have been obtained? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir; all necessary rights-of-way for the 
spillway chute are obtained in Sioux Falls. Rights-of-way for some 
of the remaining items have not yet been requested from local interests. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? 


SHERIDAN, WYO. 


For Sheridan, Wyo., there is $400,000. Insert page 102a through 
107. 


(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—FLOOD CONTROL (LOCAL 
PROTECTION) 


SHERIDAN, Wyo. 


(Continuing) 
auiet CHUN. Coan ooo enc olen dane eno oat same $400, 000 
OUINOT CHERAB iii obs ced ccntsbdenanmts ddan eee oe 400, 000 
Increase in budget estimate 


The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

Initiate Work St. Bridge relocation. ..........-......--.---- $5, 000 $5, 000 0 
Initiate channel excavation and — embankment of the 

Goose and Little Goose Creeks unit...............-...------ 65, 000 65, 000 0 
Complete construction contract for channel excavation and 

levee embankment of the Lower Goose Creek unit........-. 248, 000 248, 000 0 

Teer ‘WG GHG «0 nnn xia ctcccnccadanceadueceuresseend 52, 000 52, 000 0 

Supervision and administration............. satellite intact 30, 000 30, 000 0 

RE bands a pinetetcacelianessaeadlnensntiaeiouents 400, 000 400, 000 0 

Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget | Revised esti- 
mate 
I iis eid diindc dn incsicdee ind edb lho eee Dec. 31,1961 | Dec, 31, 1961 
Tm) a Lr ee ee a ee a ee .| Nov. 30,1959 | Nov. 30, 1959 


Goose and Little Goose Creeks unit....._._-_--___- pinansadbliipoleuaeiamchdiauaacge Dec. 31,1961 | Dec, 31, 1961 


Location.—Sheridan, Sheridan County, Wyo., on Goose and Little Goose 
Creeks, 12 miles above the junction of that stream with the Tongue River. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio —1.41 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost_---- Libri belie =y arent ewe ae aekaehee rnaeeaiies 8  . 3 ee eee 
on Sam noaddeaearetuasdanonableebsiiiate Ae eee eel oak. 
Cash contributions. -............-...... Seeintelbtgpeiesy iiibhh ows otaal  Riiint its habincca 
SEDER EER Nace ides ne camd dd oenadindeneanontuvengeewabeke den GEE la kicctdcueinscon 
rE POUL OO co nanndcncennddenenetesonudendguawwuns 0 DD) eae 
a nin nce Skerutoncnepmaecséeedeeccapaance ;  fe0 oc aeee sons 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958. _ ......_- peek bbbeinadesceddbiitensedt SOND an oacsk bi sein 
Appropriations to date._-.............-- nip lieeeaiaas on 265, 000 10 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1959___......._.- J 400, 000 26 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__...........-..-.- ‘i cf 8 [as ae 


r a" 
| Goose Creek 
(includes | Little Goose 

















Lower-Goose Creek 
| unit) 

Levee: Feet Feet 
Length. _........ June eenpesewensn tive hie agensintetcedsh 28, 600 12, 800 
Average height -__--....-.-- ; Nintpiancaneathes ‘ 3.4 6.5 

Floodwall: Length- ----_--- poten dighnth  piiin bien vee ae mee ccan 330 | 2, 750 

Channel improvement: Lengtt ; papas 4 111, 200 | 2 1, 500 

a ES ee ae None @) 

1 Includes 1,700 feet of new channel. 
2 New channel. 
8 Raise 1 bridge at Federal cost. 
Status (1 Jan. 1958) 
| Percent Completion 








| complete schedule 
— 


Lower Goose Creek unit !___--- anekuhienensammage pean gaains 0 | Nov. 30, 1959. 
Goose and Little Goose Creeks unit_-..-.-.....--- 0 Dec. 31, 1961. 


1 Contract for channel excavation and embankment construction scheduled for award Aug. 1, 1958. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Under existing conditions a large portion of the business establishments, resi- 
dences, public buildings, streets and roads in Sheridan are subject to flood dam- 
age. During the period from 1883 to 1946 the city suffered damage from 22 
floods, with the last serious flood occurring in 1946. The most serious flooding 
occurred in 1923, with damages estimated at $400,000. Construction of the 
Sheridan, Wyo., project will provide a high degree of flood protection for this 
city of over 14,000 people. In addition, important intangible benefits such as 
the elimination of a hazard to life and improvement of sanitation would result 
from the project. Average annual benefits to the project are estimated to be 
$135,200. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied as follows: 


Initiate Work Street Bridge relocation. ___..__..._._-_-_-__----_-- $5, 000 
Initiate channel excavation and levee embankment of the Goose and 
eee Cees CUMORS Mito. eco ve UI Sa Ries 65, 000 


Complete construction contract for channel excavation and levee em- 

bankment of the Lower Goose Creek unit...-......-----------_- 248, 000 
a Su i as oo ba necp nah eres esiabied aren wee 52, 000 
eee eneONs Mibe WGNENETR AON)... Se a ce eh c ce lbee sae decncsd 30, 000 


AE Ricca cdnbpeo intiwieimneainnn aimagw he 400, 000 


Protection of Sheridan from recurring floods is of vital concern to the residents 
of that city. In view of the increased development in Sheridan, the extensive 
flood-fighting activity required under present conditions and the economic benefits 
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that will result from the proposed flood protection, early construction of flood- 
protection works is considered necessary. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in zon- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $46,000, broken down as follows: 


PMR RCN ON sk nips ae tree seeecal ws cheunhea le aie Ol PGi aca nal $11, 000 
ONIN ss <r od ee a In ose cape ies eens a OE ee ee eee 21, 900 
Sonuerust dncoete VOW joie ies. LL LO oe a 3, 700 
ESme TRON, CHOU nn ie ea Sk cee es pon cee s ae 2, 100 
Gepervicion amd contingeneieti.o i. os samen ne snddéo antennae den 7, 300 

SOG. ono neces ae e  ee 46, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $2,700. 

Status of local cooperation.— The city of Sheridan will sponsor the project and 
city officials are actively interested in its construction. They have been furnished 
preliminary right-of-way drawings on the lower Goose Creek unit to enable them 
to make a firm estimate of non-Federal costs. Local interests have indicated 
their willingness and ability to provide necessary rights-of-way and other items 
of local cooperation when requested. 

Comparisons of Federal cost estimate——The current estimate of $2,590,000 is 
the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress; however, there have been 
adj'istments in feature costs within the overall estimate based on more detailed 
design and to provide for contributions to the retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1) fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
| 
ICR. ccndsinevetuidedinisuscseee SOD. CEP Nate ncnsccesseadiumunetns $5, 000 $5, 400 
a a a etl EE ledisncecacccalsbeesshechee 218, 000 1, 122, 000 
Levees and floodwalls....................- EN Cidade nearest eet 105, 000 781, 500 
Engineering and design.................... 165, 800 $56, 000 $46, 000 52, 000 11, 800 
Supervision and administration...........- 187, 300 5, 700 4, 000 30, 000 147, 600 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
GUN awieadisdeidtcabeeccwsdaste 2, 590, 000 61, 700 50, 000 410, 000 2, 068, 300 
VOD CO icant teense smi None None None None None 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
GN, tise iicsinndscda acidic’ 2, 590, 000 61, 700 50, 000 410, 000 2, 068, 300 
PehEhit GOR a, onncnicthartincnesed None None None None None 
Total cost (Federal funds only) -_...-- 2, 590, 000 61, 700 50, 000 410, 000 2, 068, 300 
ee See = 0 0 142, 000 — 142, 000 
"Petel CDEGAIONS. 6. acedkdndecboncwed 2, 590, 000 61,7 50, 000 552, 000 1, 926, 300 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds: 
BECORUIIR fini soeninttthihirignd wondanpiancinnie 60, 000 FIA OD fcnce cwicswwtlicencesbiinad 
Permanent transfer (Since July 1, 
GO on sd ddd civ bdverccndblb dtd eonncculipapencoanegs 6, GRE fn ncnctisans ineteternbanebvokaisenamie 
Unobligated carryover prior year-.....|............|..----...-.- 3, 300 153, 300 1, 300 
Total funds available for obligation..|............|.....--..-.. TER FEO Lee ntctieneethitcihawnsee 
Appropriation required.............-..|---- oGtcveulesuestensecalassdhasanses 400, 000 1, 925, 000 


Mr. Cannon. You show only $50,000 as being obligated in the fiscal 
year 1958. What is the problem on this project? 

General GatLtoway. Difficulties due to delays in planning studies. 
The district sent in a design memorandum which we acted on and 
which we have sent back to them for further work. It has not yet been 
approved. 

In other words, we felt problems involving bridge openings and 
things of that nature were not handled satisfactorily. It has been a 
delay on our part in the planning for the project that has occasioned 
delay in the expenditure of funds. Local interests have been all right. 

Mr. Cannon. They have been? 

25230—58—pt. 2——46 








: 
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General Gattoway. Yes, sir. They have been for this project and 
will be able to furnish rights-of-way when needed. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton. 

Mr. Fenton. General, why is the local contribution so small on 
this project? 

General Gattoway. The reason for that, sir, is that that is all 
that was required under the authorizing act 

I really believe that when the time comes there may be a slight 
increase in this non-Federal cost. The reason it is basically so low 
compared to the amount of the project is that was all that was 
required. 

r. Fenton. Does it not include costs of lands and damages? 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir, but the amount for lands and damages 
is very small, $11,000. Relocation is very small, $27,700, plus 
administrative costs. 

Mr. Fenton. That is all. 


FORT PECK DAM, MONT. 


Mr. Cannon. Fort Peck, second powerplant is $6.5 million. 
Insert pages 108a through 114. 
(The pages are as follows:) 


Fort Peck Dam, Mont. (SEconpD POWERPLANT) 


(Continuing) 
ick co haccs sccsss jake oeaweeScueases cee wacwe $6, 000, 000 
a a 6, 500, 000 
GE SRP ERE ROR SRGUURGG. cece SUL el ie went euamewigeus 500, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue contract for contro} shaft and powerhouse foundation $783, 800 $753, 800 —$30, 000 
Continue contracts for fabrication of turbines and generators - 1, 382, 500 1, 382, 500 0 
Continue contract for tunnel liner, penstocks, and surge tanks. 2, 200, 000 2, 100, 000 —100, 000 
Initiate contract for fabrication of butterfly valves............ 0 452, 200 452, 200 
Continue contract for fabrication of butterfly valves .___...- 352, 200 0 — 352, 200 
Initiate contracts for fabrication of main power transformers, 
powerhouse crane, oil circuit breakers, draft tube gates, 
gantry crane, main control boards, governors, station service 
switchgear, and switchyard and equipment___.........-...- 491, 500 541, 500 50, 000 
Initiate contract for powerhouse and switchyard .............- 350, 000 800, 000 450, 000 
II NT GON so hk a eka cama gcc covsaudonemdsodsa 50, 000 50, 000 0 
Supervision and administration.-...................-..-...-.- 390, 000 420, 000 30, 000 
PE vaaateaciaie wile sadudeceonasdcbéescbssiwelmiseverceels 6, 000, 000 6, 500, 000 500, 000 


Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised 





estimate 
Entire Peon Te ths Deut h in ica eoietnemneiahbesnipeabaaeppaae~seninetid June 30,1962 | Dec. 31, 1961 
Control shaft and powerhouse foundation ----...............--....-..-.-...- Dec, 31,1958 | Dec. 31, 1958 
eee, it tn be) aii wednndnnebemmeamansebiinndaaeetl Oct. 31,1959 | Aug. 31, 1959 
Tunnel liner, penstocks, and surge tanks. -...............--..---.-.----..-.. Dec. 31,1961 | Dec. 31, 1961 
Cores MneNCUUNIE SONIIROIY FOU 6 os oi oe nhc ens uenisldb pp ecbbbnndscocnasestic June 30,1961 | June 30, 1961 
Construction of powerhouse and switchyard .........-.........-.--.---....- June 30,1962 | July 31,1961 
Procurement of accessory, electrical and miscellaneous equipment---.__.... June 30,1961 | Dec, 31,1961 
Procurement of 2 55,000-horsepower turbines, 2 40,000-kilowatt generators, 
and governors for 2 units, including installation......................-...- June 30,1962 | June 30, 1961 
Power on line: 
i Pt ns, cctdnacencentciabicctperensumeeetpelebbbonts Oct. 1961 | March 1961 


FEE, I OU OENE ss recscternccncdcvenceccssieastdedechnibededl Feb. 1962 | June 1961 





a 
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Location.—At mile 1,868.7 on the Missouri River in northeastern Montana, 
17 miles southeast of Glasgow, Mont. and 9 miles south of Nashua, Mont. 

Authorization.—River and Harbor Act, approved August 30, 1935; Fort Peck 
Power Act approved May 18, 1938; Flood Control Act approved December 22, 
1944, 

Benefit-cost ratio— 1.28 to 1 (second powerplant). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
y Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) ................-...-.......- Oa ee ONO Lncncccanalecwes 
Estimated non-Federal cost; 
Se NII veie:scensicsresircginsncsienpaicicienseptoelliiaticlniinettesianseiibaeiaastmiMe alanicdaoasit Dil inte chess 
SS IN cla pct ccc savin octane tobi nek tpeaerattninncanencanabih ad eeaehmeraE Ta __, 
io cnt cichbandicccudstinshsocnnchsbdaiidnsaed ZEROED Fon no cc cccccecce 
ARGUOREIIES UO TUNA BEs TOGE aos ccc sihiicctnctbtoediasitttiatiilinnednade TE nbcncnnettdinwins 
Approprantionns for Tseal Fear 19GB... .. ...ccacnccevecnsccssscssaccasiséucscs DED Indctcancuccsscee 
Dee BD G00 on ck. ssnsnancncotmndtttunnanabinbnedtmcbhetinadatdl 4, 206, 000 15 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1959... .-.........-..--.---.--------- 6, 000, 000 38 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959... ..............-...-------.-.-.. WG GES Eekicbadccatenacde 





1 The authorized work at Fort Peck exclusive of the second powerplant has an estimated cost of $133,900,- 
000. This work is essentially complete except for a permanent housing development, and includes a power- 
plant with an installed capacity of 85,000 kilowatts, The estimated cost shown is for the second powerplant 
which will provide an additional 80,000 kilowatt. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: ! 
Type: Earth fill. 
Height: 250.5 feet. 
Length: 21,026 feet. 


Reservoir capacity: ! Acre-feet 
TRRCEAENG ROO OUMANON 3s. 5 kei. eck tink se ect nie cies 960, 000 
Annual flood control and multiple use____.......--.-.------- 2, 540, 000 
Comtwoster mathe WR xe 6 i acc- Jk Sule sn SA aie 11, 400, 000 
Deenve MNO. 6b es SE So i ed; eee 4, 500, 000 

OR ice nt dtlclai i nc dacely Létietbhis as age 19, 400, 000 


Spillway: ! 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete piers mounting 16 vertical lift gates. 
Capacity (maximum pool): 250,000 cubic feet per second. 
Power installation: 
Ultimate: 2 units at 40,000 kilowatts; 80,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 2 units at 40,000 kilowatts; 80,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 205. 
Power and discharge tunnels: ! 
Type: 4 concrete lined, 24 feet 8 inches in diameter (1 lined with steel plate 
for power use). 
Length: 5,386 to 7,240 feet. 
Gates: 4 vertical lift-type emergency control gates and 3 cylindrical main 
control gates. 
1 Physical data is applicable to existing Fort Peck project. To provide for the second powerplant, lining 
of a second tunnel with steel plate and removal of the cylindrical main control gate in that tunnel, con- 


struction of the new powerhouse and installation of power generating and switchyard facilities will be 
required. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 19658) 


Percent Completion schedule 
complete 


I eh ioe ceccibennekpecs pee ccu sly 
Control shaft and powerhouse foundation 
IC a 


9 | June 30, 1962. 
45 | Dec. 31, 1958. 
(*) Oct. 31, 1959. 





Tunnel liner, penstocks and surge tanks_-___.........-..--------- @) Dee. 31, 1961. 

ey Sennen: GUNINET INQ. Goo ooo ooo cc ean ccecacece @) June 30, 1961. 

Construction of powerhouse and switchyard___......_.......-.-- () June 30, 1962. 

Procurement of accessory, electrical, and miscellaneous equip- @) June 30, 1961. 
ment. 


Power on line: 
Ist unit, October 1961. 
2d unit, February 1962. 
Procurement of 2 55,000-horsepower turbines, 2 40,000-kilowatt 1 | June 30, 1962. 
generators, and governors for 2 units, including installation. 





1 Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The Fort Peck project is a multiple purpose reservoir for navigation, flood 
control, power, and irrigation. Two units at 35,000 kilowatts each, and 1 unit 
at 15,000 kilowatt are installed in the existing powerplant. Power from the 
existing Fort Peck first powerplant is presently furnished to rapidly developing 
areas in eastern, central, and western Montana; and to areas in western North 
Dakota and South Dakota; over transmission lines constructed by the Bureau 
of Reclamation, REA distribution lines, and transmission networks of private 
power companies. Power shortages have been experienced in this area in recent 
years, and the earliest completion of the Fort Peck second powerplant is essential 
in meeting the current deficits and providing for forecasted needs. The construc- 
tion of the 80,000 kilowatt capacity Fort Peck second powerplant will reduce 
the present and anticipated power shortages in the area served by Fort Peck and 
will further augment the benefits presently obtained from the power function 
of the project. The plant now in service at Fort Peck Dam has been used to 
overload capacities during the past few years, with no reserve during critical 
periods. Forecasts of the Federal Power Commission and the Bureau of Recla- 
mation indicate that subsequent to 1955 predicted load growth is more than 
sufficient to absorb the Federal output in the area at the rate of installation 

resently scheduled and that there will be a definite requirement for the 80,000 
ilowatts of firm power which the 2 units will produce well in advance of the time 
these units are now scheduled for completion. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $6 million will be applied as 
follows: 


Continue contract for control shaft and powerhouse foundation. ---- $783, 800 
Continue contracts for fabrication of turbines and generators_______- 1, 382, 300 
Continue contract for tunnel liner, penstocks and surge tanks----_-__- 2, 200, 000 
Continue contract for fabrication of butterfly valves__........._.-- 352, 200 


Initiate contracts for fabrication of main power transformers, power- 
house crane, oil circuit breakers, draft tube gates, gantry crane, 


main control boards, governors, and station service switchgear_._... 491, 500 
Initiate contract for powerhouse and switchyard_--_.........------ 350, 000 
en, GNU CS) de ooo. Cau ais Se ieer di Jecteeeli. 50, 000 
panervisien aud administration... . 2... 66<cscnscncscencc deiiuds 390, 000 

Mea SDliaJouse pies S osu oeds be pebaws Sue old walk ete dee 6, 000, 000 


The early completion of the second powerplant at Fort Peck is essential in 
meeting present power deficits, and the forecasted power requirements. With 
the funds requested for fiscal year 1959, work on the project will be advanced 
at scheduled rates required to assure delivery of power on the dates programed. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current estimate of $27,200,000 is an 
increase of $900,000 over the latest estimate ($26,300,000) submitted to Congress. 
$664,000 of the increase results from applying current prices to work not underway. 
Receipt of bids for turbines, generators, control shaft and powerhouse foundation, 
and further studies in connection with remaining work resulted in a net increase 
of $89,000. Engineering and design and supervision and administration have 
increased a total of $449,000 based on reanalysis of requirements, and to provide 
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for contributions to the retirement fund. These increases have been partially 
offset by a reduction of $302,000 in contingencies included in the project estimate. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year 
1957 1958 1959 
(1) (3) (4) (5) 
I iit ns site siesnig etnies pedal $22, 200 MILA Uiténievintteinetieatels odetahcinee 
Lwithd aVewteisDiin det teh bdbbaedigeddcbed 55,200 | 1,030,300 | $2,378, 500 
I ined tdannhienpeichobhdensniaineee 210,800 | 1,409,300 | 2,532,000 
Engineering and design....___- Sab 777, 00 | 232,900; 50, 000° 
Supervision and administration... ......-.- 1, 928, 104, 300 250, 000 390, 000 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
ioc dncccbagdeedandtibcnabsaen 1,170,000 | 2,972,800 | 5,350, 500 
Ce OIE vie cececectinqcabindccuianeiouetene 7, 800 SUE Eo, s nanieingtinaabhotnesdied 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
GU tc nignackastecancesrakuanaatin 1,177, 800 | 2,965,000 | 5,350, 500 
I onic vngectacescnciapusctivatidtenceta 2, 900 EE Wik a cenitichcaawadiesina 
Total cost (Federal funds only)---.-- 1, 180,700 | 2,962,100 | 5,350, 500 
UnGeliveredl enters... ni iiis céss cca setn decide tehispek 12, 100 —12, 100 712, 700 
Tete CRIN ao 8 i cin cddel esi chit cdduse nd 1,192,800 | 2,950,000 | 6,063, 200 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds: 
a ciepidind toys dais t-pain dcaheeataebitioe ai 3,063, C88 | 2.000, 600 fq... nnn sce fecc nd deseis 
Permanent transfer since July 1, 1956 SONG, bnekuicesencenlonctnshbvencbanddedon tes 
Unobligated carryover prior year......|..........-.}.------.---- 13, 200 63, 200 
Total funds available for obligation Bae Oe | EUR Beecpetensczeleedagesnseun 
RI RU inn cigs tian iprcctiectnt sete ehh dina ~rrednictiaaeck 6, 000, 000 


Non-Federal contributions. -............... 





Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions on this? Doctor Fenton? 
Mr. Fenton. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 


ADEQUACY OF POWER AVAILABILITY 


Your justifications say great power shortages have been experi- 
enced in this area in recent years and this plant is needed to meet 
the current deficit. Tell us just what specific customers have failed 
to get power for their current needs during the past year. 

General Gattoway. I could not give you the names of any such 
customers. The Bureau of Reclamation, which handles the sale of 
our power, has been able to meet all of its firm commitments, all of 
its commitments with its customers. But I have been informed by 
local residents in the area who have desired to be customers that they 
have not been able to become customers of this Missouri River power 
because there was not sufficient available. 

Mr. Fenton. Of course they are getting power from somewhere, 
but it is not the low-cost power they want, I suppose. 

General GatLtoway. That may contribute but I feel in that area 
also whatever power is put out by one means or another will be gobbled 
up by avid users in the area. 
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HOUSING 


Mr. Fenton. What do you mean by reference to a permanent 
housing development? 

General Gattoway. We have at Fort Peck a powerhouse which 
will have to have operators. We have other people who will have to 
live there to maintain other features of the project. Since the begin- 
ning of this project we have had in our plans a permanent housing 
project to provide permanent houses for those people. Actually 
there are a few permanent houses there at the present time but most 
of the housing at Fort Peck is of the temporary variety built at the 
time the project was being constructed in the 1930’s. The mainte- 
nance cost on those houses is very high. 

Mr. Fenton. As I understand it, all the operating personnel is 
presently being taken care of in existing housing or in nearby towns. 

General Gattoway. They are being taken care of in temporary 
housing on the project which is costing us a lot of money to maintain, 
sir. We have temporary housing in sufficient quantity for the people 
but it is costing us money to maintain. I believe it would be a saving 
to the Government in the long run. When we get permanent housing 
the continual cost of upkeep is reduced. There is nothing in this 
particular budget for permanent housing at the project. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, if that is so, it might be in order to 
request that no work be done on any permanent housing until complete 
—- is presented to the committee to show just what is pro- 
posed. 

You say there is nothing in here for that? 

General Gatitoway. No, sir; there is no permanent housing con- 
templated in this budget. 

Mr. Fenton. I wish you would submit a statement justifying it. 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. I think the doctor is fully justified in making the 
request. Without objection, the committee will support the doctor’s 
suggestion. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED PERMANENT HOovsING 


At the present time, family-type housing consists of: 

(1) Twelve permanent houses built in 1934. 

(2) A seven-unit apartment building provided in 1949 by modification of an 
existing hospital building. 

(3) Two hundred and eighteen. temporary. housing units. 

The temporary housing was built in 1934 to low standards and were intended 
to serve for use only during the anticipated 5- or 6-year period of heavy peak con- 
struction, with the expectation that it would then be replaced to the extent 
necessary for housing permanent operation personnel with adequate permanent 
type facilities. These temporary houses have required and are requiring exces- 
sively high maintenance costs each year. Due to the isolated location of the 
project with respect to possible available housing, the necessity of operating per- 
sonnel living near the project, and the excessive maintenance required to main- 
tain the temporary housing for operating personnel, construction of permanent 
housing is considered essential. 
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A report dated March 1952 proposed permanent housing as follows: 


Number Type Unit cost Cost 
Sis nh CU Eb ticdtnse nn bi th rascsonstinnds 2-bedroom. -_....- $11, 800 $177, 000 
aie eda inathcaihs dninipasnnkb idan tails phaiicsaininin papi 3-bedroom.__..... 12, 600 478, 890 
RS a Se ae Es. 4-bedroom. __..... 14, 300 57, 200 
Site improvement and modification of utilities. .........|..........-.......--]------------.- 146, 000 
pC EE ee ee eS nee eer 1 859, 000 





1 Includes Government costs and contingencies and is based on 1952 price levels. 


The present approved estimate is $1,276,000, which is a projection of the 
estimated cost of the plan of 1952 to July 1957 prices. 

A nominal amount of planning funds would permit a restudy of the 1952 plan 
for current adequacy, and preparation of plans and specifications for initiation of 
construction of the permanent housing. 


GARRISON RESERVOIR, N. DAK. 


Mr. Cannon. Garrison Reservoir, $10,600,000. Insert pages 115a 
through 122. 
(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


GaRRISON Reservorr, N. Dax. 


(Continuing) 
Daa wtimete. ; =. ===> > ses ete aeseecescesee $9, 000, 000 
Te NN a ia a al ra aS i a ad ale cia bi 10, 600, 000 
FnérGanse ini ‘ridet euGiinte: 2. SoS ek eee 1, 600, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue and essentially complete acquisition of lands in the 

I catia nih ttn aa te ar aeecen lee $150, 000 $150, 000 0 
CN oe ae nameininenaes 675, 300 687, 000 $11, 700 
Continue construction of penstocks and surge tanks........... 2, 663, 100 2, 150, 000 —6513, 100 
Continue construction of powerhouse, switchyard and acces- 

COPY CQUIUIONE. 6. cesin section csedctnactetcatisxessssmiintnase 1, 746, 300 2, 000, 000 253, 700 
Continue procurement of turbines and generators............- 2, 419, 500 4, 150, 000 1, 730, 500 
Continue erosion control (Buford-Trenton area) _.............- ; 400, 000 172, 400 
Continue habitat replacement. ......................-.-.----- 15,7 15, 700 0 
Continue construction of minimum essential recreational 

ae a ee ae ae eee 0 9, 600 9, 600 
Continue procurement of permanent operating equipment--_-- 12, 700 12, 700 0 
eee ees Gs GN cee teeudedeaed 400, 000 375, 000 —25, 000 
Supervision and administration......................-......-- 689, 800 650, 000 —39, 800 


BO accnnndqncidenaniies scblckinabiantatsansnithchiaa 9, 000, 000 10, 600, 000 1, 600, 000 
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Revised completion schedule 


a a ae Ske dev eben wedereicentililon 

Acquisition of reservoir area_____-_- a 

Relocations, including the completed Snake Creek Embankment 
su bimpoundment. 

Dam, including completed construction of embankment stages 
I, II, Ill, IV, and V; excavation of intake and outlet channels; 
excavation of spillway channel and stilling basin; tunnels; 
closure of embankment; intake structure, including regulating 
gates, hoists and other necessary equipment; and construction 
of spillway, including stilling basin, spillway gates, hoists and 
necessary operating eee: 

Dam closure -___.---- bo oau 
Penstocks and surge tanks...___....._..._..._...-.--___-. 3 
Powerhouse, including construction of pow rerhouse and switch- 

yard, procurement of necessary accessory electrical and mis- 
cellaneous equipment. 

Procurement of 5—88,000 horsepower turbines, 5—80,000 kilowatt 
generators and governors for 5 units, including installation. 

Buildings, grounds, and utilities, including completed construc- 
tion of the town of Riverdale school, heating and powerplant, 
utilities and administration buildings; also construction of 
boatyard and public facilities. 

Reservoirs, including clearing of reservoir area of trees, shrubs, 
and other items detrimental to reservoir operation. 

no he conan senndcconuecsschecsne 

Construction of roads and bridges. __.................---.-----.- 

Planting of trees, construction of access roads, — areas, and 
other necessary facilities for recreational use, health, and safety. 

ment of permanent operating equipment._.............-- 

Erosion control, Buford-Trenton area 

Power on line: 


1959 budget 


Sept. 30, 1961.._._- 
June 30, 1961_____. 
Sept. 30, 1961_____- 


Oct. 31, 1960... 


Apr. 15, 1953... -- 
Oct. 31, 1960... _- 


June 30, 1961 


Mar. 1, 1958... ..-- 


Oct. 1, 1961.......-. 
Aug, 31, 1957...... 
June 30, 1961. ._._- 


Revised estimate 


June 30, 1961. 
June 30, 1960. 
June 30, 1961. 


Oct. 31, 1960. 


Apr. 15, 1953. 


July 31, 1960. 


Dec. 31, 1960. 


July 31, 1960. 


Nov. 30, 1960. 


Jan. 31, 1958. 
June 30, 1961. 


Aug. 31, 1957. 


June 30, 1961. 


Mar. 31, 1960. 
Sept. 30, 1960. 


January 1956. 
March 1956. 
August 1956. 
January 1960. 
July 1960. 


Location.—On the Missouri River in central North Dakota, about 77 miles 
northwest of Bismarck, N. Dak., and 11 miles south of Garrison, N. Dak. 


Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio—1.32 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) 
Estimated non-Federal cost 


Estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 
Appropriations to date 


ance to complete after fiscal year 1959 





pepenerations requested for fiscal year 1959_..................... 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 
penbibibe $294, 000, 000 eer et Sete Hr 
ae g Fee caress, 
aise Flick ccunnetiibenne 
naehtntetiel SRE hewanampoowsimana 
iacncael EE Vincrsnanttinconenond 
Gain anions TTT Snes cmininphincinhabannts 
nan Guak 269, 596, 000 
enisindiaiaea 9, 000, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Oi yp : Rolled earth fill. 
eight: 210 feet (height above stream bed). 
Length: 11,200 feet (at crest). 





Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
iced enetieben):. i00su tin dd i le, odie daub ack hsuall. elt 4, 250, 000 
Multiple purpose, including flood control, power, irrigation, 

navigation, and other purposes___..........-..-..-.------ 13, 850, 000 
Indetive ehevtiens. 0d: el Seen clade sts Lec 4, 900, 000 
Dee. bad staan eis, de alent dees csdbs 23, 000, 000 

Spillway: 


Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Capacity (maximum pool): 827,000 cubic feet per second. 

Power installation: 
Initial: 5 units at 80,000 kilowatts; 400,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate: 5 units at 80,000 kilowatts; 400,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 5 units at 80,000 kilowatts; 400,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 162 feet. 


Status (1 January 1958) 








Percent Completion schedule 
complete 
ES CONNOR 5 risa Sikh seve seadedn thee 88 | Sept. 30, 1961. 
Acquisition of reservoir area. ............-...-.........-... 88 | June 30, 1961. 
Relocations, including the completed Snake Creek embank- 79 | Sept. 30, 1961. 
ment subimpoundment. 
Dam including compet sted construction of embankment 99 | Oct. 31, 1960. 


stages I, II, III, IV, V; excavation of intake and outlet 
channels; excavation of spillway channel and stilling 
basin; tunnels; closure of embankment; intake structure, 
including regulating gates, hoists, and other necessary 
equipment; and construction of spillway including 
stilling basin, spillway gates, hoists, and necessary 
operating machinery. 
IE 56 ind ecules com eemibke Annesedt insniass Apr. 15, 1953. 
Penstocks and surge tanks_..._._. 59 | Oct. 31, 1960. 
Powerhouse, including construction of powerhouse and 77 | Powerhouse and switchyard June 
switchyard procurement of necessary accessory elec- 30, 1961. 
trical and miscellaneous equipment. 
IE WORN 06.004 icersecdnssiliias Noteaieiiecmedeubiaai aac Ist unit, January 1956; 2d unit, 
March 1956; 3d unit, August 1956; 
4th unit, April 1960; 5th unit, 
September 1960. 
56 | Installation of turbines and gener- 
ators, Nov. 30, 1960. 


98 | Nov. 30, 1960. 


Procurement of 5 88,000-horsepower turbines, 5 80,000- 
kilowatt generators, and governors for 5 units, including 
installation. 

Buildings, grounds, and utilities, including completed 
construction of the town of Riverdale school, heating 
and powerplant, utilities and administration buildings; 
also, construction of boatyard and public facilities. 

Reservoirs, including clearing of reservoir area of trees, 
a and other items detrimental to reservoir opera- 

on. 


Bamana cap... nid ge acti 

Construction of roads and bridges-_.-...............--..---- 

Planting of trees, construction of access roads, parking 
areas, and other necessary facilities for recreational use, 
health, and safety. 

Procurement of permanent operating equipment - ------._- 87 | Mar. 31, 1960. 

Erosion control, Buford-Trenton area () Sept. 30, 1960. 


$1 | Mar. 1, 1958. 


69 | Oct. 1, 1961. 
100 | Aug. 31, 1957. 
75 | June 30, 1961. 





1 Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The reservoir will be operated as a unit in the comprehensive plan for flood 
control, navigation, power development, conservation, and other purposes in the 
Missouri River Basin. The comprehensive plan will provide protection for the 
urban and rural areas in the Missouri Valley downstream from the main-stem dams 
from floods such as the recordbreaking flood of 1952, the great floods of 1844 and 
1881, the numerous severe floods in the Ist half of the 20th century, and the many 
small floods originating upstream from the dams and occurring practically every 
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year. Flood damages along the main stem of the Missouri River between the 
Garrison Dam site and the mouth, from 1942 through 1953, inclusive, were in 
excess of $550 million. 

The Federal Power Commission and the Bureau of Reclamation have found 
an urgent need for installation of additional. electrical power in that area that 
can be served by the Garrison powerplant. The Bureau of Reclamation stated 
in 1954 that the fourth and fifth units of the ultimate installation would be 
economically justified by March 1959. The Federal Power Commission advised 
in 1955 that the fourth and fifth units should be in service by 1960. The large 
block of electrical power which will be produced by the Garrison powerplant will 
be a tremendous asset in the development of the industrial resources of North 
Dakota, northern South Dakota, and portions of Minnesota and Montana. 

The availability of water for irrigation, together with availability of electrical 
energy for pumping it, will provide the necessary means for agriculture, now the 
primary industry of the region, to keep pace with the increasing industrial develop- 
ment occasioned by the discovery and development of oilfields in North Dakota. 

In addition to flood-control, power-production, and irrigation benefits, the 
storage of previously disastrous flood peaks will provide aid to navigation and 
for pollution abatement. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $9 million will be applied to: 


Continue and essentially complete acquisition of lands in the reservoir 


MOON Moke oe essed USO BIe ep toe lech eyaemc sc 5. Lk we wc db $150, 000 
ES 675, 300 
Continue construction of penstocks and surge tanks_____._.-------- 2, 663, 100 
Continue construction of powerhouse, switchyard, and accessory 

NII a ac eeacks dx ietee conn ecunueunwneecnssswes 1, 746, 300 
Continue procurement of turbines and generators.__.....---------- 2, 419, 500 
Continue erosion control (Buford-Trenton area)__..........._.-.--- 227, 600 
Coatinue habitat veplacemerit.___ . 22 ieee soe lee eles 15, 700 
Continue procurement of permanent operating equipment---.--_-~---- 12, 700 
Ie Om GOON... J... . 5 cde bet alia omblscats td Ut 400, 000 
pinervates-and administration... 60025. eee SE ee 689, 800 

ID ae wee dinevasiueses a ohnanle Same «in. ameter abo 9, 000, 000 


The earliest possible completion of Garrison Dam is essential in providing 
necessary flood control for prevention of damages in the Missouri Valley down- 
stream from the dam and in meeting the forecasted power requirements. With 
the funds requested for fiscal year 1959, acquisition of lands in the reservoir area 
will be essentially completed. Construction of power units 4 and 5, including 
penstocks and surge tanks, erosion-control (Buford-Trenton area) and relocation 
items will be advanced at scheduled rates required to assure that the reservoir is 
filled to power-pool elevation on dates required to deliver scheduled maximum 
power demands. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$294 million is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress; however, 
there have been adjustments in feature costs within the overall estimate. Lands 
and damages have been reduced $874,000, due to reanalysis of real-estate require- 
ments and to reflect plan to purchase lands in the Lewis and Clark and Buford- 
Trenton Irrigation Districts in lieu of providing protection. The estimate for 
engineering and design and supervision and administration have been decreased 
a total of $433,000, based on experienced cost. A net increase of $1,307,000 in 
the estimates for construction features has resulted from detailed design and 
receipt of bid prices on going work. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 








Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 

Feature fiscal year | cal year complete 

1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (4) (5) (6) 

Lands and damages.--_-......-...-..-.-..- $2, 609, 700 $210, 300 $556, 600 
pO eee eae 171,000 | 1,083, 690, 000 
Reservoirs_-. 10,700 |-.---- 62, 400 
tN es oe 252,100 | 2, 563, 100 284, 300 
Fish and wildlife facilities. _ 28, 900 15, 700 69, 500 
Powerplant. ....:-.+~---++:-- 211,800 | 4, 133, 100 511, 300 
Roads, railroads, and bridges-- @ Gee Geox 2. 2. 8.2: ahem 
Recreation facilities.......................- 124, 900 10, 500 61, 100 
J fe SEE ee 652, 400 227, 600 976, 700 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_........_- 7, 900 5, 700 207, 500 
Permanent operating equipment. --......- 32, 400 12, 700 22, 500 
Engineering and design................-_-- 425, 200 400, 000 370, 600 
Supervision and administration --_-.--.-_.- 750, 000 689, 800 674, 100 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 


CUNT 556 cies ek. Shdebinne 600 | 9, 300 | 16, 486, 600 
Undistributed costs: ratens — 

GR, Meme ke sn shod ah io bsiéee cd seta dobtn eecad —42, 000 — 55, 200 —82, 400 

50. Temporary facilities................].--.-------- —222,000 | —240,000 —345, 300 











Total project cost (Federal funds 
OT, acne Gant coemen eee 12,019,600 | 9,057,100 | 16,058, 900 
Pending adjustments__....................}.---..--.--- 5, CURR uk co iedbiel ed. 
j slip ele a Al a eae ait oe 
r Total cost (Federal funds only) ..---- , 12,012,300 | 9,057,100 | 16,058,900 
Undelivered ordere.scisc0 255585 ibs is uckeds i3550nassme —3, 262, 300 462, 000 — 654, 600 
Webel Coligntinns. 2460 si IX 8,750,000 | 9,519,100 | 15, 404,300 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds: 
Appropriation. oo. sthidek gen AH eS SPO Oee Fedde. ans Bice ddbecess 
Permanent transfer since July 1, 1956...|_...........]—1, 945,000 |_.........-.].-.--.-.-_..].------.-... 
Unobligated carryover, prior year......}....-..--.-.-|------------ 5, 509, 100 ok | ee 
Total funds available for obligation.__|_...........|....-.---.-- Fe Mites ncn ones becewenesoane 
Appropriation Required.............|.....-------|------------]----s------- ~ 9,000,000 | 15, 404, 300 





NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES AT GARRISON DISTRICT HEADQUARTERS 


Mr. Cannon. What has been done to reduce the number of em- 
ployees at the Garrison district headquarters at Riverdale? 

General GatLtoway. Continuing studies, sir, have been made at 
the instigation of the division and also Office of Chief of Engineers to 
keep the number of people there down to a minimum to accomplish 
the work. 

There have been certain reductions already accomplished. By 
the start of last fiscal year permanent employees were 510 people in 
the Garrison district and at the end of this year there will be 487, a 
reduction of 23. 

We contemplate continual reductions until June of next year when 
we hope to get it down to 470. 

Mr. Cannon. In order to get some comparable figure on this, how 
many employees did you have at Garrison district headquarters on 
August 31, 1957? 

General Gattoway. At the headquarters itself, sir? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes, at Garrison district headquarters at Riverdale. 
You are on record here. I have a letter here over your signature in 
which you tell us the total number is 215 as of August 31, 1957. 

General GatLtoway. Yes, sir. 
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ee Cannon. How does that compare with the number you have 
today 

General Gattoway. We have slightly less than that today, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How many less? 

General Gattoway. I will have to furnish you that, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. If you will. 

General Gattoway. The figures I was giving before, which did not 
seem to be consistent, were for the entire Garrison district which 
involved Fort Peck and not the district headquarters itself. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


On February 28, 1958, there were 194 employees in the district headquarters. 


DIVISION OF COMPLETION SCHEDULE 


Mr. Fenton. I notice you revised your completion schedule, ad- 
vanced from September 1961, to June 1961. What is that due to? 

General Gattoway. That is because of the additional money we 
had in the revised estimate over what we had in the original 1959 
budget. We got an increase of $1,600,000 which enabled us to move 
it up. It is still behind our last year’s budget where the completion 
date at that time was June 1960. That has been due to some expendi- 
ture limitations that had been placed upon us and also to certain 
delays in planning that we have encountered in our work. 

r. Fenton. With the 1959 appropriation you will have completed 

the project 95 percent, is that right? 

General GatLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. When was this project started, what year? 

General Gattoway. In 1946, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. I remember they hit quite a pocket of coal on that 
dam, is that correct? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir; we have stored there now in stockpile 
2 million tons of lignite coal that we unearthed while excavating for 
the dam. 

Mr. Fenton. There has been nothing added to that since that 
time? 

General GatLoway. No, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. There is no fault there on account of that coal bed? 

General Gattoway. No, sir; that was coal taken from the general 
excavation. There were some slight faults but it posed no trouble 
to us in the way of foundation conditions. 

Mr. Fenton. Why do they still have that pile of ceal there? 
Can they not get rid of it? 

General Gattoway. As yet, sir, we have not found a practicable 
way of disposing of it without injuring the economy of the area. 

Mr. TaBER. iow much unobligated balance will you have on this 
at the end of fiscal year 1958. 

General Gattoway. Zero unobligated balance and $400,000 un- 
expended balance. 

(Ir. Fenton. General, just what does the town of Riverdale 
consist of in the way of permanent houses and administration 
buildings? 

General Gattoway. There is a permanent administration building 
located there and a number of permanent houses built during con- 
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struction of the dam. There is also a considerable number of tempo- 
rary houses that-have been built. 


Mr. Frenron. Are all these facilities now in use? 


General Gatitoway. Yes, sir; all facilities are now being occupied 
and being used. 


EMPLOYEES AT EACH OF MAIN STEM PROJECTS 


Mr. Fenton. If you cannot answer this, supply it for the record. 
How many permanent employees are now or are scheduled to be re- 
uired at each of the main stem projects for project operations? Give 


the grouping by working category, showing’ number and salary. 
Can you do that? 


General Gattoway. Yes; I will furnish that. 
(The information referred to follows:) 


Permanent employees at Missouri River main stem reservoirs (based on projects 
being in full operational status) 


Fort Peck Garrison Oahe Big Bend | Ft. Randall |Gavins Point 


—— —____ —— | —————_— | ——| ——~— | q§e | uc | —____ | —___—_. 


Administrative... . 12) $63, 943 22)$123,608 11}$57, 750 4}$21, 000 14)$72, 500 4}$21, 000 





Powerplant and 
dam operation -_-_- 30) 178, 047 36/214, 127 39/204, 750 30) 157, 550 40|210, 000 25/131, 250 
Maintenance ------- 42) 209, 757 38) 203, 617 6) 31, 500 5) 26, 300 7| 36, 750 3) 15, 750 
Reservoir manage- 
TRUE sis iannsd= 1} 5,250 3} 17,072 14| 73, 500) 12} 63, 000 13) 68, 500 10} 52, 500 
Os cic 9} 49, 549 9} 50, 244 5] 26, 300 5| 26, 300 6} 31, 500}_..._- |------- 
SOE kabowanel 94/506, 546 108/608, 758 75|393, 800 56) 294, 150 80/420, 250 42) 220, 500 


1 Includes firemen and police. 
2 No seasonal employees included. 


Mr. Fenton. Thank you. 


OAHE RESERVOIR, 8S. DAK, AND N. DAK, 


Mr. Cannon. On Oahe Reservoir, $38,800,000, insert pages 123a 
to 129. 
(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


Oane Reservorr, SoutH Dakota anp Norta DAKOTA 


(Continuing) 
SE «Jere sen alincmmnisdehamaiehiidien a aceccies iamuatelten maces al $32, 800, 000 
DTN SOIAOID 5. 35:0. ne ou oe es weceeeaeknae Amasneseecan 38, 800, 000 
Perens ta: DGmees GIRO... ck. no kc < ccdnncccesndendeseusaenes 6, 000, 000 





: 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 






















1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete outlet works control shafts............-..-..--.-.-.-- $720, 000 $810, 000 $90, 000 
Continue upstream power tunnels- 4, 000, 000 5, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 
Continue spillway excavation (complete fiscal year 1958) _- sane 660, 000 0 — 660, 000 
Continue turbines and generators_..............----.--.-..--- 300, 000 400, 000 100, 000 
CIE BIE IINUNII Sb orci inns cin ninnn cca ecnenimeceen 1, 500, 000 2, 000, 000 500, 000 
Continue relocations -- SE EAE, EES SIE a ee ee eS 14, 670, 000 15, 990, 000 1, 320, 000 
Continue earthwork on dam and power structure area....---- 5, 800, 000 7, 000, 000 1, 200, 000 
Initiate spillway structure (defer to fiscal year 1960).........-- 1, 000, 000 0 —1, 000, 000 
Continue powerhouse substructure (fiscal year 1958 award). -- 0 1, 500, 000 1, 500, 000 
Initiate downstream power tunnels_-.-_---_...-....-.-..------- 1, 000, 000 2, 500, 000 1, 500, 000 
Initiate power structure gates, frames, and guides. Ineee theses 0 150, 000 150, 000 
Engineering and design_.---- ; hppa seendens 1, 200, 000 1, 500, 000 300, 000 
Supervision and administration........_.............--------- | 1, 600, 000 1, 600, 000 0 
Operation and maintenance and construction facilities. ._-__- 350, 000 350, 000 0 
ttithnk trike tanna he ccgignh toe ockmckibekimeee watered | 32, 800, 000 38, 800, 000 6, 000, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
Pnbie wreietes a osc ccs Soke ccweukicwssdesoenaskesasnen June 1966_......... | June 1965. 
IE NEE ESE RS SEE A a ne, . SR ae June 1965__.......- December 1964. 
Teen eee Te eee ee oun tenon paemeinee oie | December 1963...) July 1963. 
Teen ne eee eee cemucausisd wuaamedoacneen August 1958_...._- | August 1958. 
Power on line: | 
I on i tnenecrn ceo pemeninenniel July 1963.......... July 1962. 
eT ES se. nd nn uccecuaudgeareceseceeten November 1963....| November 1962. 
i kh a crencenendchdin oemeingeibant March 1964......_- March 1963. 
a MES July 1963. 
eS Ne ens 2 bcc ancwenenceunenecs November 1964___.| November 1963. 
a i. i eadineaeneninapansia March 1965........ March 1964, 
tla te EEE EE = AES, July 1965.......... July 1964. 


Location.—Mile 1,123.4 Missouri River; in Hughes and Stanley Counties, 
8S. Dak.; about 6 miles northwest of Pierre, 8. Dak. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.37 to 1.0 for ultimate installation. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 








Estimated Federal cost (initial and ultimate eateagene is vended sida $380, 000, 000 }............-... 
I a aaa eth cir cates S:ibdndire ahem eNictonerion De he eked 
ee I i a5 os a eh EE SK ono sk edge snc | a 

Other costs -.--.. span heibineen-attieeionp sadipeecaeiccei tee diadglp ance pt BASSAS 
Total estimated project ROMER: OTIS LO SATS ASS 380, 000, 000 j......-.------- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 net chhnbtonkaasanmiasmeanatceds AES EEE 


Appropriations for fiscal year ae 1 27, 080, 000 


ES LUE Shrccni mak enn cacinccessnbeertbetateuvelvehoans 115, 593, eo tls 30 
Appropriations requested for fiscal SN I ln sires cheats sisiaedeeigiiasiaianereibatnens 32, 800, 000 39 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__..............--....-.-..- = — ee 


1 Inchides permanent transfer to project of $230,000. 
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Physical data 
Dam: 


Type: Rolled earth fill embankment. 
Height: 242 feet. 
Length: 9,300 feet. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Exclusive flood controbks was2 so) vs incu ceatieeeeweeseusnlis 1, 100, 000 
Annual flood control and multiple use_..............-------- 2, 400, 000 
Carryover multiple wiei. 653 si daiuewekn date i weyeecusads 14, 600, 000 
inactive capacityul C . 2uial dks Succ Shen spilt ddesk cid 5, 500, 000 

ORE 6 oi dans ciindsl ecunenen.cobbdieus sRaned onlg. 23, 600, 000 

Spillway: 


Type: Gated concrete control structure with unlined channel. 
Designed capacity: 287,000 cubic feet per second. 

Power installation: 
Initial and ultimate: 7 units at 85,000 kilowatts: 595,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 7 units at 85,000 kilowatts; 595,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 191 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent 
com 
plete 

ee SG... cig coeccseneen ened eee eee 27 
MUR: OF FUSOTVENT SIGN eo c  deeacuae bee onkeunereer See 55 
De carne ce ceteced pasha dnd fle epee gh ter tan te LAE ad, 16 
Access road and railroad to the right abutment_____.....__._..-_-___ 100 
Embankment as a whole (Stages I, II, III, and IV complete, stage V 99 

percent, stages VI and VTi: remaining); <-> =< eee Er kes 64 
Construction of the outlet works, consisting of 6 intake towers, upstream 

and downstream tunnels, control shafts, and stilling basin. __...._____ 88 
Switchyard, accessory and miscellaneous equipment and tailrace (com- 

pleted work consists of furnishing transformers, circuit breakers, etc.) _— 5 
Power facilities and epiiway 2.02.55) cucisage tank Jegccdcadus-suuteues 5 
Recreation facilities, reservoir clearing, and permanent operating equip- 

Meme. 2.6. hae 5A Ne Whe Haws hss dD asa Sd apd aw ade 0 


Completion schedule: 

cntire project: 1966. 

Land acquisition: June 1965. 

Relocations, December 1963. 

Dam closure, August 1958. 

Power on line: 
Ist unit: 85,000 kilowatts, July 1963. 
2d unit: 85,000 kilowatts, November 1963. 
3d unit: 85,000 kilowatts, March 1964. 
4th unit: 85,000 kilowatts, July 1964. 
5th unit: 85,000 kilowatts, November 1964. 
6th unit: 85,000 kilowatts, March 1965 
7th unit: 85,000 kilowatts, July 1965. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The reservoir will be operated as a unit in the comprehensive plan for flood 
control; navigation, power development, conservation, and other purposes in the 
Missouri River Basin. The comprehensive plan will protect Sioux City and Coun- 
cil Bluffs, lowa; Omaha, Nebr.; and the Kansas Citys, Kans. and Mo.; as well as 
other urban and rural areas in the valley below the dams from severe floods 
such as those of 1844, 1881, 1903, 1909, 1915, 1935, 1942-45, 1947, 1950, 1951, 
and the record-breaking flood of 1952, and from smaller floods originating upstream 
and occurring practically every year. Flood damages along the main stem of the 
Missouri River between the dam site and the mouth, from 1942 through 1953, 
inclusive, amounted to approximately $550 million. The plan will provide flood 

rotection to 1,875,000 acres of land subject to flooding between Fort Randall 
am and the mouth of the river. The Oahe Reservoir has one of the largest storage 
capacities of the proposed multiple-purpose reservoirs on the Missouri River. 
The capacity is sufficient to effect substantial reduction in flood discharges from 
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the 59,600 square miles of drainage area between Oahe Dam and Garrison Dam. 
At the time the capacity of the Fort Randall spillway was established, construction 
of the Oahe project had been initiated and was scheduled for completion within 
a few years following completion of the Fort Randall project. Accordingly, the 
Fort Randall spillway capacity was established with consideration of the protec- 
tion by the Oahe Reservoir against major floods of unprecedented magnitude. 
Oahe provides the necessary storage capacity for sediment which would otherwise 
be deposited in the Fort Randall Reservoir to cause depletion of the limited storage 
available in that reservoir and is essential to the full realization of multiple- 
purpose benefits from Fort Randall and Gavins Point. The project will produce 
a large amount of hydroelectric power to supply a growing market in the adjacent 
area and will also benefit navigation, irrigation, recreation, and low flow regula- 
tion. Additional important benefits will result from a greater degree of system 
flood control, increase in system conservation storage for navigation and other 
beneficial downstream uses, increased power generation at Fort Randall and 
Garrison due to reduction of flood-control requirements at those projects, and 
fish and wildlife and recreational developments. 
Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $32,800,000 will be applied to: 


Complete outlet works control shafts superstructure_............-- $720, 000 
Continue upstream power tunnels....... oa. 4, 000, 000 
Continue spillway excnvation....2.. uo scs0 elke... eee 660, 000 
Continue turbine and generator contracts._.._...........-.-.-.-- 300, 000 
Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area___.......------ 1, 500, 000 
nd Sa Spas ai ace i en nnen phn iow onsale 14, 670, 000 
Continue earthwork on main dam and power structure area____--_- 5, 800, 000 
ND 656 a aba re ees bon eu waGocecncnnwem 1, 000, 000 
Initiate downstream power tunnels__..._...........--.---------- 1, 000, 000 
te Llc mmonddudion=@uateebesqdareneue 1, 200, 000 
Supervision and administration_-........-..-..-------.--------- 1, 600, 000 
Operation and maintenance and construction facilities_...........- 350, 000 

RS RTE icin acd ote nrinahinh een exnuenentieiegs eatin aomnanaei 32, 800, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1959 will be utilized to complete the outlet 
works; continue enbankment construction following diversion in August 1958; 
continue land acquisition and relocations in the reservoir area; continue the 
contracts for the turbines, generators, upstream power tunnels and intakes, 
spillway excavation; initiate the spillway structure and downstream power 
tunnels; and continue engineering, design, supervision and administration of 
the project. 

on-F ederal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation. None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$380 million is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. However, 
feature estimste details making up that estimate have been revised. Price level 
advances applied to uncommitted work resulted in an increase of $2,310,000. 
An increase of $7,485,000 has been made in relocations as a result of further 
design and reanalysis of requirements, including the addition of resettlement 
roads in the Cheyenne River and Standing Rock Indian Reservations. The 
estimate for powerplant has been increased $1,125,000 due to design modifications 
and for escalation of the turbine contract. The estimate for the dam has de- 
creased $8,670,000 based on more detailed design, and supervision and adminis- 
tration has been decreased $1,845,000, based on experienced cost. Adjustments 
on other teatures, based on more detailed design and reanalysis of requirements, 
resulted in a net decrease ot $405,000. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Project cost] Total to Current Budget Balance to 



































Feature estimate June 30, | fiscal year | fiscal year jcomplete after 
1957 1958 1959 Seeal yoor 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages. -..............-..... $20, 735, 000 |$10, 021, 900 | $1, 900,000 | $1,100, 000 $7, 713, 100 
—— appeawmetneioenen os eth aad 61, > = 4, 262, = 11, 292, 400 | 14, 174, 900 32, 122, 300 
id AS, Ai i RR tit , 1, 0 0 
kc nanomatvedsnnntncksntne dunn 194, 339, 000 | 50, 708,700 | 15,021,100 | 10,108,500 | 118, 500, 700 
Fish and wildlife facilities.__............ 290, 000 0 0 ‘ 
POWETPG cele iin 2 i dn bbiuincaad 67, 423, 200 876,700 | 2,085, 200 466, 600 63, 994, 700 
RE visanopcnkdcncucenssaduusunephngeeell 1, 316, 700 356, 800 4 0 511, 000 
Recreation facilities...................... 419, 400 8, 700 0 0 410, 700 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_........ 495, 000 800 0 0 494, 200 
Permanent operating equipment - -_-.-.--. 844, 800 2, 400 20, 000 0 822, 400 
Engineering and design...............-.- 15, 000,000 | 9,475,600 | 1,700,000 | 1,200,000 2, 624, 400 
Supervision and administration __....... 17,014, 600 | 3,392,600 | 1,443,800 | 1, 600,000 10, 578, 200 
Total applied cost (Federal funds = f 
GR itecgeshvmierknacivani 330, 000, 000 | 79, 108, 100 | 33,911,400 | 28,650,000 | 238, 330, 500 
Undistributed costs. .........-. sities 0| 2,014 709 | 420,000 | 350,000 | —2, 784, 700 
Gs hlia ons sen scneecesennseesscdersces ,y 0 0 (—10, 000) 
Construction facilities................... 0 | (2,004, 400) (385, 000) (150, 000)| (—2, 539, 400) 
Operation and maintenance during con- 
CRITTER 6 ooo anny anno con armnnnnane 0 0} — (35,000)} — (200,000)}  (—235, 000) 
Payments for goods and services not yet 4 eal 
TOOOIVEG 2-0 son eplcgescbasegen 0 0} —300 
Total project cost (Federal funds only) _ - .|380, 000, 000 | 81, 122, 800 34, 331, 400 | 29,000,000 | 235, 545, 800 
TYOGEINES Gf POD. <2 62s .-ks<cecnscnee 0 —52, 200 0 0 52, 200 
Pending adjustment_...........-..-..... | 0 50,100 | —50, 100 | 0 | 0 
Total cost (Federal funds only) _.___..__-)380, 000, 000 | 81, 120,700 | 34, 281, 300 29, 000, 000 235, 598, 000 
Cree GROIN oo eg kh becaecenneee 7, 271, 400 |—7, 080, 400 |+3, 800,000 | © —3, 991, 000 
Total obligations..................-]-...---.----| 88, 392, 100 | 27, 200, 900 | 32, 800,000 | 231, 607, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING pe?! eye ie cae ae Te ee 
SCONE ie sin etbewg anki SEN. 91, 489, 000 | 26, 850,000 |.....-..___- wtaicake dees 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956__..|...-...-.-.- | —2, 976, 000 | EE Biciincnnanndpe Rirarae eka 
Unobligated carryover from prior year- ---| eves -----|- iniataieeta UY Bidssindi ce tinwicin a Vatiglediessie, 
Ste DS eee ma a gree a ‘ye | _— = 
Total funds available for obligation_....|...........- 88, 513,000 | 27,200, 900 j..........__}_._.___- 
Appropriation required __.............--- i ipsa laa eidenaee Bi PEDOGE 32, 800, 000 231, 607, 000 
| | 








REVISIONS IN COST ESTIMATES AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULES 


Mr. Cannon. While the total cost estimate has not changed, there 
have been extensive adjustments in separate features on this project. 
Will you discuss those briefly. 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir. Price level increases have increased 
the total cost $2,310,000. We also have an increase of $7.5 million 
approximately in relocations as a result of further design and reanalysis 
of requirements, including addition of resettlement roads in the 
Cheyenne River and Standing Rock Indian Reservations. The 
estimate for the powerplant is increased $1,125,000 due to design 
modifications and for escalation of turbine contract. The estimate 
for the dam has decreased $8,670,000 based on a more detailed design, 
and supervision and administration have been decreased $1,845,000 
based on experienced costs. Then we had other adjustments, both 
decreases and increases, which resulted in net decrease of $405,000. 
This gave us an estimate the same as it was last year, sir. ~ 

Mr. Cannon. Your budget amendment increases the original 
request for 1959 by $6 million but your power-on-line schedule is 
still 6 months behind that shownlast year. Why haven’t you been able 
to keep up? 
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General Gattoway. Sir, we have already experienced certain 
delays. We have been held back by certain expenditure limitations 
and we cannot make the ground up. Time is lost. We were delayed 
in awarding certain contracts, and we just cannot make up the time 
at this stage of the game. 

Mr. Cannon. Did we allow you a transfer of funds over the budget 
this year? We allowed you a transfer over the budget this year, a 
permanent transfer to the project of $230,000. There should not 
have been a delay in view of that fact. 

General GaLtLoway. We had certain expenditure limitations put 
on us by higher authority in our chain of command. 

Mr. Cannon. You have no carryover on this? 

General Gattoway. The estimated unobligated balance at the end 
of the year will be zero, sir, and the unexpended balance will be 
$43,500. 

Mr. Cannon. You say the slowdown was due entirely to directions 
received from higher authority. What other projects were included 
in that order? 

General GaLtLtoway. It included all our projects, sir. Some were 
not affected by it because contracts were already let and nothing 
could be done to hold them down, but where we did have contracts 
ready to be let and they were delayed for a period of months, then we 
did achieve delays in the whole project or in certain critical features 
of it. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you expect similar impounding of funds or re- 
striction in construction in the coming year? 

General Gattoway. No, sir; I do not. 


INCREASE IN REQUEST 


Mr. Cannon. You are stepping up appropriation for the project 
by $10 million in 1959. What assurance can you give the committee 
that there will be a need for such a large increase? 

General GaLuoway. Sir, this is a tremendous project, as you can 
see from its overall cost of $380 million. We need large sums of 
money to carry it along at this particular time. We expect to make 
closure of the dam this summer. We are proceeding rapidly with 
various features of our powerhouse and powerhouse work on the left 
bank of the river. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the percentage of completion? 

General Gattoway. About 30 percent completed at the present 
time. 

Mr. Cannon. Only 30 percent? 

General GatLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Seventy percent yet to go? 

General GatLoway. Yes, sir, in physical features of the work. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


POWER CAPACITY 


Mr. Cannon. How many kilowatts will be delivered when com- 
pleted? 
General GaLLoway. 595,000 kilowatts of power. 
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Mr. Cannon. How long before it will be in position to make 
delivery? 

General GALLoway. Sir, we will have power on the line in July 
1962 for the first unit. There are seven units. First unit July 1962, 
and the last unit July 1964. 

Mr. Cannon. But your flood control becomes effective imme- 
diately? 

General GALLoway. A certain amount of it will, sir, after this 
summer. 

IRRIGATION FEATURE 


Mr. Taper. Are there any irrigation features of this project? 

General GALLoway. There is one irrigation feature, Mr. Taber. 
Of the seven tunnels we have for the power, one of them is a Y-tunnel 
and that water can be diverted from power production to irrigation 
use. 

At the present time there is no firm plan for the use of Oahe Reser- 
voir water for irrigation, but I know the Bureau of Reclamation is 
investigating the use of that water and public hearings have been 
held by the State of South Dakota on the use of Oahe water in the 
eastern section of the State of South Dakota. 

Mr. Taser. Have they not spent an awful lot of money on that 
sort of thing without getting anywhere? That is the evidence we 
have had. 

General Gattoway. I do not know, sir. There are a lot of people 
who are very avid for irrigation in that area. 

Mr. Taser. The amount of money they charged off and the investi 
gations they have made already and did not find any place to put it— 
do you know anything about that? 

General GatLtoway. No, sir. I know there is considerable interest 
in irrigation in that area of eastern South Dakota and there are a 
number of associations that are interested in furthering its develop- 
ment. 

Mr. Taser. How much power do you expect to get? 

General GALLOWAY. 595,000 kilowatts, sir. 

Mr. Taser. You mean that will be firm power or occasional? 

General GaLLoway. That will be the mstalled capacity, sir. 

Mr. Taner. That means you will not get over two-thirds of that 
then? 

General GaLLoway. I would say the average power from it should 
be somewhere in the neighborhood of 60 percent of this rated capacity. 
About 360,000 kilowatts, sir. 

Mr. Taser. That is all. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any further questions? 


COST OF MISSOURI BASIN PROJECTS 


Mr. Fenton. General, what was the original estimated cost of 
the projects for the whole Missouri Basin? 

General Gatioway. Sir, I cannot give you the exact figures but 
my best recollection is that originally for all of the installations, all 
of the projects, both corps and Bureau, was somewhere between 
$1.5 billion and $2 billion. 

Mr. Fenton. That was back in 1944? 
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General GatLoway. Yes, sir; at that time. 

Mr. Fenton. Has there been a revision of that? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir; the present estimate is about $5 
billion for both corps and Bureau projects. 

Mr. Fenton. That is for both? 

General GaLLoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. What was the corps’ estimate? 

General GaLtLtoway. About $2 billion, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Both between $4 billion and $5 billion? 

General GaLtLtoway. About $5 billion, sir. The estimate I saw 
was something slightly over $5 billion for the Pick-Sloan plan. 


HOUSING AT MAIN STEM PROJECTS 


Mr. Fenton. In a basin project of that extent and magnitude, 
what is the extent of cost of housing and related facilities provided or 
to be provided at each of these main stem projects on the Missouri? 

General GatLoway. I cannot give an answer at this minute. I 
would like to furnish that for the record. You want that for the 
corps’ projects? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes, sir. 

General Gatioway. All right. 

Mr. Fenton. And a brief summary of type of construction, whether 
permanent or temporary. 

(The information referred to follows:) 
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Mr. Fenton. Could you tell us or supply for the record how many 
of the projects are within reasonable distance from existing villages 
or towns where housing facilities are available or could be provided 
in the normal way without Federal cost? 

General GaLLoway. We can do that, sir. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


The Gavins Point project is within reasonable distance of the town of Yankton, 
8S. Dak., where housing facilities are available or can be provided in the normal 
way without cost to the Federal Government. At the Fort Peck, Garrison, and 
Fort Randall projects, towns which could provide housing facilities are not located 
within reasonable distance from the projects. 

The housing situation at the Oahe project is as described in the following 
paragraph. 

At the start of the construction of the Oahe project, rental property for housing 
governmental and contractor’s personnel was practically nonexistent in and 
around Pierre, 8. Dak. To provide initial facilities, 52 family apartments were 
remodeled from existing army barracks adjacent to the Pierre airfield. Subse- 
quently, 50 temporary houses were constructed adjacent to Pierre, S. Dak. 
This was only a small portion of the planned community considered essential for 
full construction operations; however, due to increased housing developments by 
local interests and extensive use of house trailers, etc., construction of additional 
Federal housing was not required. Upon completion and full operation of the 
Oahe project, the temporary facilities at the airfield will not longer be required 
and will be disposed of as rapidly as possible. Temporary housing adjacent to 
Pierre will be utilized by operational and maintenance personnel, and depending 
upon conditions which may exist in 1965, may be disposed of by public sale. 


Mr. Fenton. Thank you. 
Mr. Cannon. Are there any further questions? 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
Operation and maintenance, $8,527,400. Insert pages 130 to 133. 


JUSTIFICATION OF EsTIMATE 
1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget: estimate of $5,900,000 provides for 
stabilization of the banks of the Missouri River in order to afford protection to 
the agricultural levees and locally owned farm levees, permit the construction 
of levees under flood-control authorization, in the interest of navigation and the 
protection of other valuable properties from loss by erosion. The work to be 
accomplished under this activity consists of maintenance of dikes and revetment 
works to control of the channel; channel dredging; and periodic inspections and 
surveys to determine conditions of the projects for programing purposes and 
providing navigation interests with adequate information on existing channel 
conditions; all as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. 
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3. Multiple purpose projects including power 
The budget estimate of $2,177,000 for the operation and maintenance of 5 


multiple-purpose projects provides the minimum amount necessar 
ational requirements, including $130,000 of the $2 million provide 





REET 


for oper- 
for in the 


budget for reduction of the backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. The 
estimate includes $160,000 to provide for 1 new project and the completion and 
placing in maintenance status additional features on 2 of the projects during 
fiscal year 1958. The amount requested recurring annually is the necessary oper- 
ation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials 

















and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the project. Onetime 
requirement is indicated under remarks below. 
Obligations 
Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) 
Fiscal eee a an 
Fiscal year Recurring 
Project year 1958 maintenance One- Total, Remarks 
1957 (esti- ee time fiscal 
mated) repairs year 
Annual | Per- 1959 
iodic 
MONTANA 
Fort Peck Reservoir_..| $384,980 | $887,299 |$416,000 |_....-- $130, 000 | $546,000 | Continue riprap 
repairs. 
NEBRASKA 
Gavins Point Reservoir_| 192,734 | 351,941 | 387,000 |..----- Si aa accel 387,000 | Increasing require- 
ments toward full 
operation. 
NORTH DAKOTA 
Garrison Reservoir. _-- 400,258 | 465,454 | 493,000 |..-_--- ae 493, 000 Do. 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
Fort Randall Reservoir_| 590,176 | 618,714 | 654,000 the MRcaas a 654, 000 
SII ois ae Bott necckbeweasunn % 97, 000 e 97, 000 
Total, multiple- 
purpose pro- 
jects including 
ee NS 1, 568, 148 |2, 323, 408 |_........|.--..--- de~o sant het, een 
Grand total, | 
Missouri Basin_|8, 287, 264 |8, 538, 529 |......_-- i ocdiaedl nce aheasamanans 8, 582,400 | Includes an esti- 
mated $55,000 un- 
obligated balance 
brought forward. 
Less unobligated bal- 
ance brought forward 
I lcci acne a bncingmimisenl ancdantinn basicade slimamisnes —55, 000 
Appropriation request 
SU Rs crate lnc tcmcncks Incnecenunsiocncncana ill tabiindenasce 8, 527, 400 


Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions on that item? 








If not, the committee will stand adjourned until 2 o’clock. 
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Monpay, Apri. 21, 1958. 
RIO GRANDE AND GULF DRAINAGE AREA 


WITNESSES 


BRIG. GEN. L. E. SEEMAN, SOUTHWESTERN DIVISION 
LT. COL. A. L. PARSONS, JR., ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS, 
SOUTHWESTERN DIVISIONS 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up the Rio Grande and gulf drainage 
area at this time. 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


You are requesting, General Seeman, $140,000 for general investiga- 
tions. 

General SrrmMan. $140,000 is our request for general investigations 
in the Rio Grande and Gulf Drainage Basin, Mr. Chairman, yes. 

Mr. Cannon. We will insert page 3 at this point. 

(The page referred to follows:) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies —The amount of $12,000 is requested for completion of 1 
report during fiscal year 1959. 








Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 
Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
TEXAS 
Galveston-Texas City-Houston Channels. -_.-.- $15, 800 $3, 800 $12, 000 0 
TO: . on wisi JUG 15, 800 3, 800 12, 000 0 


(b) Flood-control studies —The amount of $128,000 is requested for prosecution 
of 8 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit completion of 3 
reports and progress on 5 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 


Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
TEXAS 

Calhoun-Victoria Soil Conservation District... $97, 900 $16, 900 $15, 000 $66, 000 
Trinity River, Lake Liberty................... 177, 500 152, 500 25, 000 0 
Ra aaa ee 35, 000 15, 000 20, 000 0 
Clear Fork Brazos River...................--.. 100, 000 25, 000 20, 000 55, 000 
East Fork Trinity River.................-..... 100, 000 30, 000 20, 000 50, 000 
Pecan Bayou at Brownwood_.............-...- 42, 900 39, 900 3, 000 0 
IN ao nceinsss aise i onan daetnmone 349, 600 64, 600 15, 000 270, 000 
Trinity River at Fort Worth................... 40, 000 10, 000 10, 000 20, 000 
BE ihiddscamed cbcdhebdcabindaaodtadge 942, 900 353, 900 128, 000 461, 000 
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TRINITY RIVER, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. For 1959 you have programed $15,000 on the Trinity 
River and will need $270,000 more to complete the study. We will 
be glad to have you explain the need for this, and also give us its rela- 
tionship to the gulf basin study of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

General Sreman. The Trinity River is one of the rivers which flow 
across Texas to the gulf. The amount requested for fiscal year 1959 
is $15,000. 

There was, as you know, a serious flood in this area in 1957 and it 
has been determined that we would proceed along in this current 
fiscal year to the extent of $15,000. 

Mr. Cannon. You do not think this should be shifted to the Bureau 
of Reclamation? 

General Szeman. No, sir. The Bureau has certain study money 
which I understand they are using, but we have an outstanding 
authorization for this study. It has been dormant for some time. 
The flood-control reservoirs and the floodways at Dallas and Fort 
Worth are part of this Trinity Basin. Also studies at the mouth are 
included. There is a 6-foot channel up to Liberty now authorized, and 
the people were strongly pushing for additional navigation. 

There is an approved project on the Trinity now dating back, I 
believe, to about 1946 as I recall it. 

Mr. Cannon. What part of the State is this? 

General Sreman. This is in the north-central part of the State. 
Dallas and Fort Worth are at the headwaters of the Trinity. 

Mr. Cannon. Is there an overlap in your work and the work of the 
Bureau of Reclamation in that area? 

General Seeman. Not in construction. The Bureau, as I under- 
stand it, has nothing in construction authorized in this area. They 
have a project in the vicinity of San Angelo. 

We are jointly working on a study Senator Johnson has been 
interested in, putting in some information on this project. 

Mr. Cannon. This is not that same project? 

General Seeman. No, sir, this is not that project. This is entirely 
separate and within our own authorization. 

Mr. Cannon. Questions? 

Mr. Anpvrersen. Why do you split the investigation work in con- 
nection with the Trinity River into four sections here? You have 
Lake Liberty, Trinity River, East Fork Trinity River, Trinity River, 
and then Trinity River at Forth Worth. Why not have them all 
together? 

General Szeman. And there is another one there, sir, Big Fossil 
Creek. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Still worse than I thought. 

General Szeman. This is an outgrowth of the extreme flood they 
had last year. 

Mr. AnpeRsEN. You handle the accounts in that fashion? In 
other words, it is large enough so that you figure they should be split 
up that way? 

General Seeman. When we have a very serious case of flooding on 
one tributary we can study it as an interim report under the general 
authorization. That is the first point. 
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The second point is that each one of these is covered by a specific 
resolution of the Public Works Committee. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. What does the Calhoun-Victoria study cover? 

General Seeman. That is a soil conservation district area, sir. It 
is a combination of flood control and drainage. I think last year we 
had a certain amount on this, and this year the estimate is $15,000, 
that is for fiscal 1959. 


Consrruction, GENERAL 
ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN 


LOS ESTEROS RESERVOIR AND MODIFICATION OF ALAMOGORDO DAM, 
N. MEX, 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up “Advance engineering and design,” 
for which $90,000 is requested. We will insert pages 6 and 7 relating 
to the Los Esteros Reservoir and modification of Alamogordo Dam. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND 
DESIGN—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Los Esreros RESERVOIR AND MopiricaTION oF ALAMOGORDO Dam, N. Mex. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project consists of Los Esteros Dam, located on 
the Pecos River approximately 7 miles north of Santa Rosa, Guadalupe County, 
N. Mex., and modification of the existing Alamogordo Dam, which is located 
approximately 55 miles downstream from the Los Esteros Dam site near Fort 
Sumner, De Baca County, N. Mex. Los Esteros Dam will be an earthfill structure 
with an off-channel, uncontrolled spillway and controlled outlet works. Alamo- 
gordo Dam would be modified to provide a safe structure for effective flood 
control and present irrigation storage would be transferred from Alamogordo 
Dam to Los Esteros Reservoir. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.32 to 1. 


Summarized Financial Data 


Prtiated FSCO! CONG... nin 6c HSA Saeen saan sees $8, 200, 000 
Matimated non-rederal eet... <2 gil ieee bee Seaets 0 

Sn UE TOI svn is inns nica a acd Seed es bee aie a A oe co ee 0 

Other costs........- Shs aS a sli srg A eel alge lal tn ts chs aco 0 
Total estimated project cost - - -- fn 6h She dh cic sla gelenicaceeldecs lit Leidikmcian 8, 200, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate___....-...------- ndnantiges si terns 377, 000 
AmeeTONOns SO FUNG TO, TOO Ges a2 sc. dn wntancensccbabasare= 215, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959... ............-......--..- 90, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal vear 1949 72. 000 

JUSTIFICATION 


The Los Esteros and Alamogordo Reservoirs are a unit of the comprehensive 
plan for the Pecos River Basin and would be integrally operated for flood control 
with the authorized Two Rivers Reservoir on the Rio Hondo, a tributary of the 
Pecos River, near Roswell, N. Mex. The Los Esteros-Alamogordo Reservoirs 
project would exert a regulatory effect on flood flows of the Pecos River which 
would reduce spills from existing downstream reservoirs, alleviate the hazards 
of inadequate spillways thereon, and provide more dependable stream flow regu- 
lation for irrigation. The project would provide for protection of life and property 
against damages caused by floods on the Pecos River and its tributaries in Texas 
and New Mexico. Under present conditions, the storage capacity of the Alamo- 
gordo Reservoir is being depleted at a rate which will destroy its usefulness 
within about 40 years. Under the approved plan of improvement, the structure 
would be modified to a safe structure which would be effective for flood control 
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for about 100 years, and adequate irrigation storage would be provided in Los 
Esteros Reservoir. Major floods occurred on the Pecos River in 1941, 1942, 
and 1954 causing damages estimated at over $4 million, of which over $1,600,000 
would have been prevented with the reservoirs in full operation for flood control. 
Damages which would have been prevented, with the reservoirs in full operation 
as now planned, ranged from an estimated $279,000 for the flood of 1942 to $637,- 
000 for the flood of 1954. In addition to serious property damage, major floods 
along the Pecos River have resulted in considerable loss of life. 

Modifications of the Alamogordo Reservoir to increase the spillway capacity 
have recently been completed by the Bureau of Reclamation. These modifica- 
tions were necessary to keep the dam from failing under present conditions of 
operation. Modifications of the Alamogordo Dam completed by the United 
States Bureau of Reclamation have greatly increased the spillway capacity and 
will have the additional effect of reducing the cost of the project to the corps. 
The details of this matter will be developed by the design studies currently under- 
way. 

Non-Federal costs.—The Carlsbad Irrigation District is required to share in 
the operation and maintenance costs for Los Esteros Reservoir to the extent 
which would be equivalent to the present cost that they assume in connection 
with the operation and maintenance of Alamogordo Reservoir, which is estimated 
to be $10,000 annually. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests are not required to share in the first 
cost of the project; however, the project was authorized subject to the provision 
that ‘‘no appropriation shall be made for construction of Los Esteros Reservoir 
until satisfactory arrangements have been made by the State of New Mexico 
for the transfer of irrigation storage from the Alamogordo Reservoir.’’ The 
engineer advisers to the Pecos River Compact Commission have completed water 
studies to determine a firm basis for transfer of irrigation storage. The corps, 
United States Bureau of Reclamation, the Carlsbad Irrigation District, and 
engineer advisers to the Texas and New Mexico commissioners participated in the 
studies. The completed studies have been approved and accepted by the Pecos 
River Compact Commission and the State engineer of New Mexico. The State 
engineer is preparing proposed administrative procedures for adoption by the 
compact commission prior to final negotiations with the Carlsbad Irrigation 
District to complete arrangements for the transfer of irrigation storage. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$8,200,000 is an increase of $490,000 over the latest estimate ($7,710,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. $372,000 is due to higher price levels. $98,000 is an increase 
in engineering and design and supervision and administration based on a re- 
analysis of requirements including the required contribution to the retirement 
fund. $20,900 is an increase for addition of recreation facilities. 





Mr. Cannon. Questions? 
LAMPASAS RESERVOIR, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. On the Lampasas Reservoir $125,000 is requested. 
Insert pages 9 and 10. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND 
DESIGN—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


LAMPASAS ReEsERVOIR, TEX. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located at river mile 14.8 on the 
Lampasas River, a tributary of the Brazos River, about 4 miles southwest of 
Belton in Bell County, Tex. The plan of improvement provides for the construc- 
tion of a roll-fill earth embankment with a gate controlled ogee type spillway. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.16 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Eatimated Federal cost... .isiis eusc6e ld acmiiee deuce sud dale cums $28, 000, 000 
Batimated non<Famereh Oni be sic as ocd neish basimondtudids sodees 1 

TOthl GUtIMAtED PIOIOCU OOM Soo ch ii nu sitnas nee es adon 28, 000, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate.__.............--.---------.. 350, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1958___...-..---------------------- 100, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959____.._.............___-- 125, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959__ 125, 000 


1 Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for water supply storage. The 
reimbursement required has not been determined. aie - 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide flood protection to about 1,400 acres of land along the 
Lampasas River, and partial protection to about 69,100 acres of land along the 
Little River and about 1,053,600 acres along the Brazos River below the mouth of 
the Little River. The project is an important unit in the system of reservoirs 
authorized on the Brazos River. The last serious flood occurred during April- 
May 1957 and caused damages amounting to approximately $10,417,000 in the 
area benefited by the reservoir, most of which occurred along the Brazos River 
below the mouth of the Little River. The project will also provide conservation 
storage for municipal, industrial, and other beneficial uses. 

Non-Federal costs—Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal 
Government for the allocated cost of providing conservation storage required for 
water supply purposes. 

Final determination of the estimated costs to local interests has not been made. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Brazos River Authority, a State agency, has 
indicated its willingness to cooperate fully in the requirements of local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$28 million is an increase of $1,700,000 over the latest estimate ($26,300,000) 
submitted to Congress. This increase includes $832,000 due to higher price 
levels, $400,000 for the addition of recreation facilities, $448,000 based on re- 
analysis of requirements for engineering and design and for supervision and 
administration including retirement contributions, and $20,000 based on minor 
adjustments in costs of other features. 


Mr. Cannon. This project was inserted by the Senate last year, 
among quite a number that the Senate inserted after the bill passed 
the House and reached that body. 

In view of the fact we have not had an opportunity to consider 
this project closely will you explain the need for it? 

General Speman. The Lampasas Reservoir is one of a system in the 
comprehensive Brazos plan. There is a total of seven reservoirs and 
some minor channel work in this plan. 

Mr. Cannon. Is that all one river? 

General SeeMAN. It is in the Brazos Basin. The Lampasas is a 
tributary that comes in from the west side. 

They had serious flooding there in 1956, even before the drought 
broke, on this tributary. Last year, of course, during the 1957 
spring we had a serious flood. That is what the extreme interest is 
due to at the present time, Mr. Chairman. 


RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 


Mr. ANpERSEN. General, why should the Federal Government 
provide $400,000 in this project for recreational facilities? 

General SkEMAN. Recreational facilities fall in that area of public 
use facilities, sir. There has been tremendous increasing use of these 
reservoir areas in the Southwest. 

You might recall the interest of the Denison Reservoir, something 
like 8 million visitor-days having been used by the public in that 
reservoir. 
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Mr. AnpERsSEN. Regardless of the use by the public, do you think 
this is a proper field for the Federal Government to step in? I speak 
now of recreational facilities. Here is a good-sized project and very 
little, if any, local contribution. 

Why should the taxpayers put up an additional $400,000 for recrea- 
tional facilities in addition to the $28 million they are putting up? 

General SzepmMan. I appreciate your viewpoint, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Just a matter of policy I am discussing. 

General Sreman. It is a matter of policy and determination. Of 
course, we try to have the minimum of fresh-water supplies and access 
roads. 


OVERALL ESTIMATES FOR RECREATIONAL FACILITIES FOR 1959 


Mr. ANprRsEN. General, in your answer to me I wish you would 
give me a more complete answer in the record when you have the time, 
and also place in the record the total amount requested in this budget 
in the entire Army engineers’ budget this year for what we term 
recreational facilities. Would you do that for all projects? 

General SrreMan. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows:) 


STATEMENT ON RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 


The projects of the civil works program are constructed under specific authori- 
zations by the Congress for navigation, flood control, and related purposes. The 
Corps of Engineers, however, is required by law to provide in connection with 
these projects the basic facilities for access and use by the public for recreational 
purposes. Section 4 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 provides this basic authority ; 
and is quoted in part as follows: 

“The Chief of Engineers, under supervision of the Secretary of War, is authorized 
to construct, maintain, and operate public park and recreational facilities in 
reservoir areas under the control of the War Department, and to permit the 
construction, maintenance and operation of such facilities. 

“The water areas of all such reservoirs shall be open to publie use generally, 
without charge, for boating, swimming, bathing, fishing, and other recreational 
purposes, and ready access to and exit from such water areas along the shores of 
such reservoirs shall be maintained for general public use when such use is deter- 
mined by the Secretary of War not to be contrary to the public interest * * *.” 

In carrying out this authority, the Corps of Engineers provides facilities for 
access and for public use and safety. The minimum basic facilities so provided 
generally include such items as access roads, parking areas, water supplies, sani- 
tary facilities, picnic and camp sites, and ramps for launching boats. Such facili- 
ties, with some local variations, have been provided at 138 projects in 35 States, 
at a total cost of about $10.8 million. This is less than one half of 1 percent of the 
total cost of these projects. 

At the same group of existing projects States, local governments, private 
agencies, and individuals have been encouraged to take over the further develop- 
ment of the recreational potential through leases, licenses, and concession agree- 
ments. The cost of this nonFederal development has been about $136 million. 

The estimated costs included for basic recreational facilities in project estimates 
in the fiscal year 1959 budget are: 
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Fiscat YEAR 1959 Corps or ENGINEERS CoNsTRUCTION Projects RECREATIONAL 
FACILITIES 


Amount included in total estimated cost for recreational facilities as shown in Fiscal 
Year 1959 justifications by, basin and project 


Columbia: 
Coleman WoeservOw: OT oe nina cise bas cha tie ee dank sae $32, 0000 
me Creek Reservoir, Ores... on oo ees. Gea 36, 000 
The Dalles lock and dam, Oregon and Washington_.____- _~-- 66, 700 
Cpiet sosewh Dare, Waals oie pgs 5 Sa cabinliedadamient Stal nah 61, 300 
Ice Harbor lock and dam, Washington-__............._..---- 105, 000 
John Day lock and dam, Oregon and Washington_.___.___.___- 383, 000 
Central and South Pacific: Russian River Reservoir, Calif......... ! 290, 000 
Central Valley: 
EUR BEONOU OO, CANE 6 basics an ct nctdinasebbaeieaind aandiin 200, 000 
ROCHE TORRONE. CUBAN: jo win cies xan oat ae eee ee sie 240, 000 
Arkansas-White-Red: 
Torenté Maservols, Rane... ... uk Pe Pe eis! 66, 000 
Reyetens ett ve eee is os an sai minke cee Beds 330, 000 
eee ee aera ee ee aie ee 1 63, 000 
CN TR i ta a ca eed me re 151, 000 
Dardanelle lock and dam, Arkansas__...................-.-- 300, 000 
(aroure: Petey Teese GOne. Ase oe cee eee Sa 1 245, 000 
Table Rock Reservoir, Mo. and Ark. ............-.-..--=--. 1 253, 000 
Woeoain Tima: in oc so Nee i a 700, 000 
Rio Grande and Gulf: 
Chamita Reservoir, N. Mex._.____---~-- Ln oe napereed locales eteak 19, 000 
Canyon Reservoir, Tex... _--..---- sg ieee ete Ste Cae ead 1 397, 500 
AGW MeNeINO HU ots bask Se eee aes 1 400, 000 
McGee Bend Reservoir____-_-__- 6 dsb wk Din kolo aR eae has oe 1500, 000 
Missouri: 
Tee Creek Nesereow, ase... 2 ee se 1 500, 000 
Pomme de Terre Reservoir, Mo... 2.22.2. i eel le 139, 000 
(Sartiogw Hamervnie, 3%: TO. eae. waa ended eo 348, 700 


Oahe Reservoir, S. Dak- 
Lower Mississippi: 
St. Francis Basin_ 


hie cle taba ecsarttah clvasotins oecinieesiie ios 419, 400 


 eotthas Bete the et atic acines adele 1 a 


Pee eee. a Fe ae eG ee 1 1, 498, 200 
Upper Mississippi: Carlyle Reservoir, Il_ _ ~~~ ~~~ A wis -.. §' 350,000 
Ohio: 

Markland locks and dam, Kentucky, Indiana, and Ohio____--- 1 50, 000 

Greenup locks and dam, Kentucky and Ohio____________- cw 1 50, 000 

New Richmond locks and dam, Kentucky and Ohio___-_-___-- ' 50, 000 

New Cumberland locks and dam, Ohio River, Ohio and West 

I i a nd ities ila snl tpi cl aaa and tals Batak ds ldcaecabicenan ees 1 50, 000 


Mansfield Reservoir, Ind 130, 000 


1 
Duck ern Reserve). 199... oc loans ae ses Sen ee ones. SO oe 
Rough River Reservoir and Channel, Ky_-_-__------ ........ “Sag Gee 
Allegheny River Reservoir, Pa. and N. Y___._-.---.-------. 1 500, 000 
SON OPORTO Wt Ob eb i os deine we eden ot a 78, 000 
DOrKioy DA, 1 CMe ROO I ., 6. sen os -seawaa en <nhndnaens sc.) See 
Gulf and South Atlantic: 
Jackson lock and dam, Alabama_--_-_____-_---_- Cettusa anes 29, 000 
Fort Gaines lock and dam, Georgia_.._...._..........___- ies 200, 000 
Hartwell Reservoir, Ga. and 8. C___--- sitet rect Bale ce seats de eas 580, 000 
Middle Atlantic: Prompton Reservoir, Pa___..............-.---- 53, 000 
New England: 
Thomaston Reservoir, Conn___.-__._-_----- SGA gets donated 1 29, 000 
East Brimfield Reservoir, Mass._.............-.......-.---- 1 41, 000 
Hopkinton-Rverett: Dam. NN, Bi ices cdi cce lnc Suwa dd t 180, 000 
De Bn ee OP RN ek ee TR pes 1 30, 000 
Seean Eveaenees SUCMENWOUET VER non doi c ween openccoee, 1 43, 500 
Prorthk: Tiartiant Beemerwomy Vee hs) oe ee oii uc ok 1 5, 000 
North Springfield, Reservoir), Vt. . 2.0 oc iene cee eee 1 30, 000 
Bowneend Meservedl, VG sc. 2. ches ok. A eee cae 1 43, 500 
OS ou LGb dud ae Pal bore heat Soe Gat 9Hd.di diz 11, 121, 100 
AO oa: 6 cite hoied isd gists 4 gos Ris we de are cnn & cian tenn S ecteceae bi 1 6, 584, 000 


! Fiseal year 1959 amount for which the corresponding fiscal year 1958 amount was zero. 
25230—58—pt. 2 48 
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LAMPASAS RESERVOIR, TEX. 


CONSERVATION STORAGE FOR WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Bouanp. There is conservation storage for water supply pur- 
poses in this reservoir; is there not? 

General Sreman. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. I note in the justifications the statement that final 
determination of the estimated cost of local interests has not been 
made. Is that still true? 

General SremMan. Yes, sir. We just get a statement of interest at 
first until we get farther along in our preconstruction planning and 
get a firmer cost estimate, sir. 

Mr. Bouanp. You still do not know how many acre-feet of water 
will be contained in this reservoir? 

You do not know how many acre-feet will be allocated to water 
supply purposes? 

General SeeMAN. We have an estimate of about 56,200 feet for 
conservation storage. 

Mr. Botanp. How about flood control? 

General Seeman. We have an estimate at the present time of 
389,900 acre-feet for flood control. A certain amount is there for 
sedimentation and dead storage, a total for the reservoir of 481,000 
acre-feet. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Magnuson? 

Mr. Maanuson. No questions. 

Mr. Jensen. Here we have a project which is estimated to cost $28 
million. 

The justification states the project will provide flood protection 
for 1,400 acres along the Lampasas River and partial protection to 
about 69,100 acres along the Little River and about 1,053,600 acres 
along the Brazos River below the mouth of the river. 

The project is an important unit in the system of reservoirs autho- 
rized on the Brazos River. 

That indicates, of course, that this project will be of great benefit 
to that local area and the people in that entire area. Yet the esti- 
mated non-Federal cost is zero, except local interests are required to 
reimburse the Federal Government for water supply storage, reim- 
bursement required not having been determined. 

Speaking of the water supply that many municipalities are taking 
out of Government reservoirs, as you know, Mr. Chairman, we have 
been questioning the respective officials who have appeared before 
this committee on other sections of the country, and we have learned 
that municipalities pay very little for the water they take out of these 
Federal reservoirs. I do not suppose they pay one-tenth as much for 
the water in most towns, as it would cost them to provide such water 
for themselves. That is one part of my objection. 

My main objection, however, is the fact that the people who 
benefit from this project, and there are many of them, will pay 
exactly not one red cent while the taxpayers of all America will pay 
for this project to the tune of $28 million, your people and my people. 

Again I say, as I have said before, and many members have said, 
“Tt doesn’t make sense.” 

With regard to the project in my district which will cost the Federal 
taxpayers about $16 million, the people in that area who are benefiting 
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are paying about $4 million. On this project we let the people who 
get the most benefits from this project off without paying a single 
red penny. 

I told my people that eee! people who benefit from these 
projects, such as the Little Sioux paid little, I also told them that the 
people who got most of the benefits should be willing to pay part of 
the cost. They were willing to buy all the rights-of-way for the 
additional roads that were needed, supply all the additional land that 
was needed to build this flood-control channel, and to raise all the 
bridges, or build such new bridges that were necessary. It is costing 
them approximately $4 million. 

According to our system of government, Congress is supposed to 
treat the people equitably. Certainly we do not live up to it very 
well. 

This project, Mr. Chairman, has not yet been started, except for 
some planning money. I would recommend that we serve notice 
on the people in this project, as we expect to do on other projects, 
that they are going to have to show some interest in this project by 
making a substantial contribution. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, I think all of us realize that in every com- 
niunity where there are benefits derived from Government installations 
the local participants should share. 

They should share in proportion to their ability to pay, of course. 

Mr. JenseN. We wil! need some pretty direct language in the 
report, will we not, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Cannon. We will attend to that in the report. 

How much of the cost of this project will be charged to water 
supply storage and who will buy the water? 

General SkEMAN. We have not determined the final exact amount, 
Mr. Chairman. It will be approximately in proportion to the benefits, 
annual benefits for water conservation and flood control. 

The annual benefits for water conservation at the present estimate 
are $113,500. 

The annual flood-control benefits are estimated at $1,196,000. 

Mr. Cannon. To whom will you sell this water? 

General Seeman. The legalized entity 

Mr. Cannon. Is that water for municipalities or irrigation? 

General SEEMAN. Conservation water. The final use for the water 
is determined by the State which owns the water, of course. 

The legal entity in the State of Texas for this basin is the Brazos 
River authority, whom you will note farther along is the one under- 
writing the conservation water in the Waco Reservoir ia this basin. 

We have been given every assurance that at the proper time, and 
they have signed the Waco contract now which is a project under 
construction, when this comes up to be determined as a new con- 
struction start they will be ready to enter into a firm agreement with 
the corps. 

Mr. Cannon. In response to the inquiries of Mr. Jensen did you 
indicate that local benefactors will contribute to any degree in this 
project? 

General SeemMAN. We have been given assurances that they will 
contribute the full extent of the conservation storage. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 
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Mr. Cannon. Other questions, gentlemen? 

Mr. Jensen. As to this local contribution you speak of for this 
water supply, what does it amount to dollarwise? 

General Seeman. We do not have a firm figure as yet, Mr. Jensen. 
It will be in the neighborhood of hundreds of thousands of dollars. 

Mr. JensEN. Of course, that is a minor amount compared to the 
$28 million for the cost of this project. 

Will the local people buy any rights-of-way or land or anything else? 
They are not required to do that, are they? 

General Seeman. This is not a local protection project. This is a 
flood control comprehensive basin project and the criteria for de- 
termining the sharing of costs are different in this than in a local pro- 
tection project. 

Mr. JENSEN. You are protecting 1,400 acres and 69,000 acres, and 
1,053,000 acres. The justifications say so. That is certainly local 
protection, General. 

General SreMan. Yes, sir, but it has been the policy of the Govern- 
ment, I believe, that where the specific beneficiaries on the basin 
were hundreds of miles downstream and cannot be individually deter- 
mined that it was a Federal responsibility on projects of this nature. 

Mr. Jensen. We have been doing an awful lot of talking about 
such a picture as this. I would say to the general that it might be 
well, even before this Congress determines whether or not we will 
allow this amount requested for planning, to find out Congress might 
get a little stingy with these people who are paying nothing at all for 
flood protection. These people had better start thinking about it and 
make us a proposition before next year. 

Don’t you think that would be advisable, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Cannon. I should think we ought to inquire into it. 

Mr. JENSEN. Indeed. 

Mr. Cannon. Further questions? 


PROCTOR RESERVOIR, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. Proctor Reservoir, $125,000. Insert pages 12 and 13. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND 
DESIGN, RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Proctor Reservoir, TEx. 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located at river mile 238.9 on the Leon 
River, a tributary of the Brazos River, about 8 miles northeast of Comanche in 
Comanche County, Tex. The plan of improvement provides for the construction 
of a roll-fill earth embankment with a gate-controlled ogee type spillway. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.33 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


in a wrben a en oneiecaanconnsanescse ses $16, 200, 000 
ee On. conse bade obs eta aesccedae i 

Total estimated project cost... ........... ...-.--- 222-2522 ee 16, 200, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate .-........-.-..-------------- 300, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1958_.-_.--.-.-.-.------------...--. 175, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959_........---------...---- 125, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959_ 0 


1 Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for water supply storage. The 
reimbursement required has not been determined. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide flood protection to about 40,288 acres of land along 
the Leon River between the Proctor site and the existing Belton Reservoir. The 
project is an important unit in the system of reservoirs authorized on the Brazos 

iver. The last serious floods occurred during May 1956 and April-May 1957 
causing damages amounting to approximately $1,992,000 and $1,439,000, re- 
spectively, in the area to be benefited by the reservoir. The project will also 
provide conservation storage for municipal and industrial uses. 

Non-Federal costs.— Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal 
Government for the allocated cost of providing conservation storage required for 
water supply purposes. 


Final determination of the estimated costs to local interests has not been made 
at the present time. 


Status of local cooperation The Brazos River Authority, a State agency, has 
indicated its willingness to fully cooperate in the requirements of local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$16,200,000 is an increase of $1,600,000 from the latest estimate ($14,600,000) 
submitted to Congress. Increases include $908,000 in lands based on latest field 
gross appraisal completed during February 1957 supported by recent sales in 
the area and additional improvements; and $596,000 in relocations due primarily 
to additional facilities constructed in the reservoir area since the previous (1953) 
field investigations were conducted and the addition of $500,000 for recreation 
facilities. In addition, engineering and design and supervision and administration 
increased by $184,000 as a result of a reanalysis of requirements including provision 
for the required contribution to the retirement fund; and other features increased 
by $548,000 due to price level changes. These increases were partially offset by 


further design and analysis of project requirements, which resulted in a decrease 
of $1,136,000. 


Mr. Cannon. What is the purpose of this project, General Seeman? 

General Seeman. This reservoir, Mr. Chairman, also is part of 
the comprehensive plan of Brazos Basin. It is on the same tributary 
as the Belton Reservoir, which already is completed and in operation. 
It is to provide its share of the flood control in the Brazos Basin. 

Mr. Cannon. You now provide for a good deal of storage space. 
Is that municipal, industrial, or irrigationwise? 

General Seeman. For anything local interests determine so long 
as it is paid for. 

Mr. Cannon. How much will the municipal and industrial water 
supply users pay for the storage involved? 

General SkeMan. Conservation storage at the present time during 
the planning stage is estimated at 31,400 acre-feet. 

The final plan depends upon our completion of the hydrologic 
studies and preconstruction planning. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. Questions? 

Mr. Botanp. How far is the Proctor Reservoir from the Lampasas 
Dam? Se 

General SreMAN. They are on separate tributaries of the Brazos 
River. 

Mr. Botanp. How far apart? 

General SeeMAN. Proctor Reservoir, is about 80 or 90 miles up- 
stream from the Belton Reservoir and the Belton Reservoir under 
operation now is closer to Lampasas. 


RECREATION FACILITIES 


Mr. Botanp. There are recreation facilities at the Belton Reservoir, 
too? 








756 


General SremMan. Yes, sir. Belton is the one near Fort Hood. 
There is considerable participation by military personnel at Belton, 
but there are very minimal recreational facilities necessary on all the 
reservoirs. 

Mr. Botanp. You make provision for an additional $500,000 for 
recreational facilities at this particular dam, speaking of the Proctor 
Reservoir. Why is that necessary with all the other reservoirs around 
there where recreation is available? If they are so close, 30, 40, 50 and 
60 miles, why do you have to have recreation facilities at all of these? 

General Seeman. It may be that the class of recreation facilities 
is a matter of concern, but drinking water and minimal toilet 
facilities 

Mr. Botanp. What kinds of recreation facilities will be supplied at 
the Proctor Reservoir? 

General Seeman. The recreation facilities we will provide will be 
nothing but minimal access roads, fresh water, picnic grounds, and 
latrine areas. 

Mr. Botanp. What kind of land is there here? The last serious 
floods which occurred were during May 1956 and 1957 caused damage 
amounting to approximately $1,992,000 and $1,439,000. What kind 
of damage occurred in those years? 

General Sreman. Essentially this has been damage from the 
Brazos floods to agricultural areas downstream. 

Mr. Boxuanp. In this justification you talk about the damages of 
1956 and 1957. Were those damages to the area to be protected by 
the Proctor Reservoir, or are they figured in on the overall Brazos 
project? 

General Sreman. It is the share of the damage attributable to- 

Mr. Botanp. Water from the Leon River? 

General Srmman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. How large is the Leon River? How wide is it? 

General Seeman. During the dry weather it is probably quite a 
small river. This is the area of the United States where they have 
these sudden and precipitous storms in the summertime where you 
have a very high concentration of rainfall. 

Mr. Botanp. What is the cubic-foot flow of the water in the Leon 
River? 

General Szreman. I do not have that with me. 

Mr. Botanp. Do you have a record of that? You may supply 
that for the record. 

General Szeeman. We will have to supply that for the record. 
I do not know what the average flow is. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


. The average flow in the Leon River near Belton, Tex., is 620 cubic feet per 
second, based on records for the period 1923-55. 








BENEFITS FOR WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Boutanp. This is a relatively small dam as compared with the 
other dam we just finished discussing, and apparently it will have less 
storage for water supply purposes. 

General SrmmMan. The annual benefits for this dam are estimated 
at $60,000 a year, about half as much. 

Mr. Boxanp. $60,000 a year; and how much money is allocated 
for water supply purposes for the actual construction of this dam? 
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General Sreman. We have not determined that figure yet, Mr. 
Boland. 

Mr. Botanp. What is the figure of $60,000 a year? 

General Seeman. The annual benefits estimated at the present 
time for water supply. 

Mr. Bouanp. Will, you explain that again? 

General Seeman. That is the annual benefit estimated for water 
supply, and the actual cost-sharing depends upon further refinement 
of engineering and design and planning studies and until we get fur- 
ther oundatien details as to the type of structure more closely tied 
down. 

COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAM FOR BRAZOS BASIN 


Mr. Botanp. This was authorized in 1954. Are there any other 
dams which must be constructed to complete the general, overall 
program for the Brazos Basin? 

General Seeman. There are a total of seven reservoirs in this com- 
prehensive plan. 

Mr. Bo.tanp. How many now have been constructed? How many 
dams or reservoirs are now completed? 

General Seeman. Whitney Reservoir is completed and in opera- 
tion. The Brazos River Authority has the Possum Kingdom Dam 
about 200 miles upstream. Waco Reservoir has been approved for 
construction; it was in last year’s bill for construction and Belton is 
in operation. It has been constructed and is in operation. 

Mr. Bouanp. Is it not possible that the construction of these four 
reservoirs in the Brazos Basin would be sufficient to control the flow 
of water in the basin without the addition of a small dam like this 
one here or the Lampasas Dam? 

General Sreman. It would depend on the type of storm and runoff 
that you would have in the basin. As you proceed in a comprehensive 
plan, every unit that you add to it gives you more rounded protection. 

Mr. Boutanp. I understand that, but you may not be getting 
enough additional protection to justify the cost. 

The corps has looked at this very closely? 

General Sreman. Yes, sir; that was part of our comprehensive 
study in 1954, where within the basin would be the most efficient 
and economical places to control the various tributaries. 

Mr. Botanp. That is all. Thank you. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Magnuson? 

Mr. Maanvson. No questions. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Jensen? 

Mr. Jensen. You will remember that a number of people from this 
area appeared before this committee and objected to this project. I 

presume there is still a considerable objection to the building of this 
' project, is there not? 

General Seeman. I have not heard any strong objections in recent 
years, sir. The Brazos River Authority and the people of Texas 
generally have been pressing for more water supply and flood control 
due to the very close juxtaposition of the great drought and flood that 
occurred last year. There were about 5 or 6 years of dry weather. 
The President made a special trip there and then in 1957 we had very 
extensive floods. 
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PROCTOR RESERVOIR, TEX. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, this project is in the same category 
as so many other projects that are requested in that there is no local 
contribution whatsoever and according to the justifications, 40,288 
acres of land along the Leon River between the approximate site and 
the existing Belton Reservoir will receive benefits from this project. 

I am not going to belabor this issue any more today while the 
general is before us. General, during these hearings we have talked 
about this matter to each of the corps officials represent.ing the 
various districts. 

What I have said not only goes for these two projects, but for 
every other project in like category that is under your jurisdiction, 
so I shall not, as I said, Mr. Chairman, belabor the committee any 
more. I simply want to say that the people in every area, where 
their project falls into the category that these two projects fall, 
should make us a proposition before next year and prove to us that 
they are interested in the project by putting some of their dollars into 
the project and thus relieve all of the taxpayers of America at least 
of a little of the cost of the project that benefits a certain area. 

That is all. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Fenton? 

Mr. Fenton. No questions. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Andersen? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. When we are considering projects of this nature 
having to do with local contributions, I cannot help but think about 
Public Law 566, the Watershed Act, which requires usually from 45 to 
50 percent contribution from the local people in one thing after another 
toward the construction of that particular watershed. 


RECREATION FACILITIES 


I do not think Mr. Jensen and any of us here, who criticize the lack 
of local contributions are being anything but consistent. There is one 
specific question that comes up here, Mr. Chairman, and that is the 
language on page 13: 

* * * and the addition of $500,000 for recreation facilities * * * 


That same language was in the preceding project. It had a little 
less money but, General, were these recreational facilities sort of an 
afterthought added on to this whole program? 

General Szeman. In general, this year, because of the increasing 
attention given to the matter, we have reviewed all of our projects 
and included in the cost estimates an item like this for recreation 
where we did not have it before.. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I did not recall that we had so much emphasis 
placed on recreational facilities prior to this year, is that right? 

General Sreman. No, sir; we have not. It has not been highlighted 
as much. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. What is the reason for that change in policy? 
Who made that change? Who decided that the general taxpayers 
of America should contribute $500,000 in this one particular project 
toward helping the people of that community have a nice place to go 
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and have a good time on Sundays? Who made that general policy 
decision? 

General Seeman. I do not think any particular individual has. 
It is a discussion of the program over all the corps. 

You will recall in last year’s appropriation and in previous years, 
there was an item of $135,000 for Denison Reservoir, Lake Texhoma, 
and that reservoir has been in operation for a number of years. It is 
the increasing pressure of public use and the fact that so many of those 
visitors come from long distances. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I am in full agreement that we should take advan- 
tage of every possible recreational sideline of any of these reservoirs, 
but my contention is that the people who enjoy them in that immediate 
community, at least they should show enough interest to offer to at 
least pay half of the cost of developing these great reservoirs into a 
nice recreational area for those 3 or 4 or 5 counties involved in each 
of these projects. 

I shall look with interest, General, to the insertion of the material 
that I have requested of you as to the total amount of the whole 
program this year for recreational development. 

General SzeMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


CONSTRUCTION 
BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. Passing on to “Construction, Brazos Island Harbor,’ 
$1.4 million. We will insert pages 14a through 19. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


Brazos IsLtanp Harpor, Tex. (36-Foor Prosxcr) 











(Continuing) 
Budget estimate... suicide ae ae RS ee a ne at $1, 400, 000 
Pe Cnnetl CRRUS oe etic Cbcn caqteckna bak eae aeinat na 1, 400, 000 
Increase in budget estimate. 5250.2 Ch eek ek 0 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue Brownsville Channel-_..............-- wcihSepapeee iariren $1, 300, 000 $1, 300, 000 0 
I I I oa irinininticencintctvncebcniamiades ee 3, 000 3, 000 0 
Supervision and administration....................-.--.--..-.- 97, 000 97, 000 0 
BOO sic coneaccccuneccdsnceegggeeieieanbamennentall 1, 400, 000 1, 400, 000 0 
Revised completion schedule 

1959 budget Revised estimate 

SO 5s nc Aleta le Le June 1962.......... April 1961. 


URS DRIEN . wii iS cictid dois ctldos cect kilindiigesdaghebeienide April 1963_........ August 1961. 
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Brazos Istanp Harsor, Tex. (36-Foor Prosecr) 


(Continuing) 


Location.—Channel extending from Gulf of Mexico via Brazos Santiago Pass 
across na Madre to terminals at Brownsville, Tex., a distance of about 18.4 
miles, and a channel extending from the Brownsville Channel at Long Island to 
terminal at Port Isabel, a distance of about 1.7 miles. 

Authorization —1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) ............................-- 
Estimated Federal cost (U. S. Coast Guard) 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contribution 

I abt ter SA LEASE ahha ndkbbhininnn Jsthoddvnckubnasdoed eackbindial 
Total estimated project cost 
I I I oo 2b ok aeeatabheinbacganaamaken 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 
I os co ndudsmetbubbdnedeapendbenunp 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__.............-.......-..-..--..- 


9p VUU | ewww ww ww wn nc cece 
eee 


& 


ZSSSSEe sek 


S235522 888 


- 


Oo 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
ees channel (Brazos Santiago Pass): 38 feet deep, 300 feet wide, 1 mile 
ong. 
Channel across Laguna Madre: 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 3.1 miles long. 
Channel to Port Isabel: 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 1.2 miles long. 
Connecting Wye Junction, Brownsville and Port Isabel Channels, 36 feet 
deep, 200 feet wide, 0.5 mile long. 
Channel to Brownsville: 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 12.4 miles long. 
Turning basins: 
Port Isabel: 36 feet deep, 200 feet to 1,000 feet by 2,900 feet. 
Brownsville: 36 feet deep, 300 feet to 1,000 feet by 1.9 miles. 
Small Boat Basin: 12 feet deep, 300 feet by 1,500 feet. 
Passing basins: 
Boca Chica: 36 feet deep, 400 feet wide, 1,000 feet long. 
Goose Island: 36 feet deep, 400 feet wide, 1,000 feet long. 


STATUS (JANUARY 1, 1958) 


Thirty-six-foot project: 14 percent completed. Completion schedule: 36-foot 
project, June 1962. 

Small Boat Basin: Not started. Completion schedule: Small-boat basin, 
April 1963. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Brazos Island Harbor is a deep-water navigation project serving the needs of 
seagoing commerce from Port Isabel and Brownsville, Tex. In 1956 a total of 
1,983,728 tons of commerce moved over this waterway. 

The principal products of the area tributary to the waterway are citrus fruits, 
vegetables, cotton, feed crops, and petroleum. Principal industries consist of 
the processing of vegetables and fruits, manufacture of clothing, brick, and tile, 
and the producing and refining of petroleum and petroleum products. Metal 
and metal concentrates (such as manganese, lead, and zinc), and bananas, products 
of Mexico, are shipped via this waterway. 

Improvement of the waterway to 36-foot depth, plus widening, will materially 
benefit existing commerce and encourage the growth of industries. The present 
restricted improvement (32 feet) results in partial loading of cargo vessels and 
tankers to prevent groundings as well as in-transit visits to other a to complete 
loadings, all of which add to the cost of the cargo movements. he lack of chan- 


eee 





761 


nel dimensions comparable to other Texas gulf ports has discouraged the location 
of new industries and the expansion of existing industries in this area. Enlarge- 
ment of the project will remove these obstacles to the growth of seagoing commerce 
in the Rio Grande Valley, and will reduce the danger of collisions through relief 
of traffic congestion. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,400,000 will be used to continue 
the widening and deepening of the Brazos Island Harbor channels, as follows: 


Continue Brownsville Channel. <i... oositie odes ed és cdeeon $1, 300, 000 

CTU A CII ns ack isesgs tre dine ne ws SA reesei doe wand ; 

Supervision and administration... ..........2.-.-......-.-----. 97, 000 
REE a. ns Scent beslitiart natin atath ala ae ed ata nae 1, 400, 000 


Funds made available to date are sufficient to complete the channel to Port 
Isabel. The funds requested will extend the widening and deepening of the 
Brownsville Channel beyond the Boca Chica passing basin. ~ 

Completed modifications—Work completed consists of a north jetty 5,330 feet 
long, a south jetty 5,092 feet long, and a 32-foot channel extending from the Gulf 
of Mexico to Port Isabel and Brownsville, Tex. The cost of this completed work 
is $4,710,000. 

Remaining authorized modifications.—None. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 36-foot 
project for Brazos Island Harbor is $66,000. This cost to local interests consists 
of payments for lands and damages, $43,000; and provisions of mooring facilities 
for small craft $23,000. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $1,980,000 including cash contributions 
totaling $1,683,300, in complying with the requirements of local cooperation for 
previous work on the Brazos Island Harbor project. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have invested approximately 
$6 million in public harbor facilities at Port Isabel and Brownsville, Tex. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Brownsville Navigation District on 16 May 
1952 and the Port Isabel-San Benito Navigation District on June 22, 1952, 
adopted resolutions assuring the United States that the requirements of local 
cooperation would be fulfilled in their respective districts. Local interests have 
acquired all needed rights-of-way for the entire project. Certain spoil disposal 
easements, however, are temporary and require renewal when dredging operations 
are imminent. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate (Corps 
of Engineers) of $6,260,000 is an increase of $2,180,000 over the latest estimate 
($4,080,000) submitted to Congress. An increase of $2,230,000 due primarily to 
higher bid prices experienced on contract work was partly compensated for by a 
decrease of $50,000 in cost of hopper dredging to enlarge the entrance channel. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 after fiscal 


(1) (2) (3) (4) 


-———$————_ |§ | | SSS SSS 


Ohannels, channel (36 feet to 38 feet), turn- 
ne basins (36 feet), and boat basin (12 








SRS TS a eo $5, 800, 000 $113, 100 | $1, 106,000 
Engineering and design... ._.._..........- 40, 000 16, 400 11, 000 
Supervision and administration -.........- 420, 000 9, 200 70, 000 

Total applied costs funds only 
(Corps of Engineers) _._.....-....- 6, 260, 000 188,700 | 1, 187,000 
eens. Oise. tol ih cil la ees Pelee. L 
Total project cost funds only (Corps 
I en ea ack 6, 260, 000 138,700 | 1, 187, 000 
Spann ts th) eS aihs ole ocak None ‘ 
| eS eal a RR ee | 
Total a (Corps of er funds | | 
only) naei . | 6, 260, 000 138,700 | 1, 187,000 
Undelivered RS kel a ELS +247, 000 —247, 000 
Total obligations. _.............. toed Mlle aa oeriata 385, 700 940, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING 





Corps of Engineers funds: ’ | 
yin atin deat eaceanwon anne |----------=- 400, 000 930, 000 |_. 
Unobligated carryover prior year._........|......-.-.-.]---.-.-.-.-- 14, 300 


Total funds available for obligation__|............|...-..-.-.-- 944, 300 


Appropriation required_._................. 








| 


INCREASE IN ESTIMATED COST 


Mr. Cannon. There is a large cost increase on this project of 
which $2,180,000 is due to high bids. This appears to be about 
50 percent above your estimates. Either your estimates were inade- 
quate or the bids were unconscionable. 

General Seeman. There has been a general increase, along with 
the increase in costs in the construction industry. 

Mr. Cannon. But not to that extent, 50 percent? 

General Sreman. No, sir. The increase here is just due to 

Mr. Taser. Mr. Chairman, I thought we had been given a lot of 
these situations where the bids were below the estimates. I do not 
see why this place should be different from the others. 

Mr. Cannon. There has been an increasing number of bids below 
the estimates? 

General Sreman. Mr. Chairman, within the last 4 to 5 months some 
of our bids have been coming in below the estimates. It is not quite 
so prevalent in dredging, but one of the peculiar factors of this job is 
that it is near Brownsville, and there are usually fairly high charges 
in here for mobilization and demobilization and moving the dredge. 

Mr. Cannon. How many bids did you have on this project? 

General Szeman. In February 1958, we took bids on certain seg- 
ments of this project and there were five bids. The low bid was 10 
percent over our Government estimate at that time. 

Mr. Cannon. The Department has a settled policy, as I under- 
stand it, of rejecting all bids when they are 25 percent or more above 
the departmental estimates. As a matter of fact, how far were these 
above the departmental estimates? 
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General Szeman. The low bid on this particular job we mentioned 
was 10 percent over the Government estimate. 

Mr. JENSEN. How much? 

General SrEMAN. Just 10 percent. There was still a leeway of 15 
percent over that. 

Mr. Cannon. This was a $4,080,000 project in fiscal year 1958. 
This year you have a gross increase here of $2,230,000 as your justi- 
fications show, primarily due to higher bid prices appearing on con- 
tract work. That is vastly more than 10 percent, General. 

General SzEMAN. Yes, sir. In the overall estimate, it is a very 
sizable increase. 

Mr. Cannon. Why did you not enforce the rule there and reject 
all bids? 

General Sreman. That was not a bid price, sir. That is the overall 
project estimate; the bid is only for the section that we bid in this last 
February. That total in last February was only about $1 million. 

Mr. Cannon. Your practice still is to reject bids more than 25 per- 
cent higher? 

General Sreman. Yes, sir. This was a project where there was a 
rejection last year. We took bids in one of these channels, either 
here or at Corpus Christi, farther up the coast, where we had a 
rejection last year. 

Mr. Cannon. General, is it possible when you have the rejection 
of bids and you reestimate, that you seek to close the gap between 
them? 

General SrpMan. We certainly analyze all of the costs that go 
into that in some of these cases, we have had protests from individual 
bidders in the dredging industry that our estimates were unrealistic. 

We have to be prepared for that, too. Normally, if there is a 
justifiable statement where we have overlooked certain costs, if we 

ave made poor soundings and the material is harder or more difficult 
than we had estimated, we in good conscience must consider that. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


REVALUATION OF BENEFITS 


Mr. Cannon. On the record. 

You show an increase in the benefit-cost ratio from 1.3 to 2.6 to 1. 
How can you have an increase in benefit-cost ratio when your project 
costs have gone up 50 percent? 

General Speman. We have reevaluated our benefit-cost study and 
the big increase in the benefit-cost ratio here is due to reevaluating 
the amount of traffic in larger ships. 

Mr. Cannon. Again, you are reevaluating in order to meet condi- 
tions raised by the bids, rather than to meet the situation as you found 
it at the beginning? 

General SppMaANn. We certainly hope that that would not be the 
intention. It is just due to the larger vessels and the increased 
efficiency due to the deeper draft here. 

Mr. Cannon. Any questions? 
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INCREASE IN ESTIMATED COSTS 


Mr. Tazser. Did I not understand you to say that the bids that 
you received on this were 10 percent above the estimates? 

General Sreman. The bids on that $1 million segment; yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. How do you account for the work to raise the estimates 
on the whole project in the neighborhood of 50 percent? You have 
an increase on one segment of the job of 10 percent. That kind of 
makes me wonder, I do not understand that kind of figuring. 

General Sreman. Mr. Taber, this entire project is 14 miles long 
and the estimate on the overall project is an entirely separate estimate 
and was made last year when we started our budget preparation for 
this year. This Government fair-cost estimate which is used against 
these bidders who come in at this particular time is just for the seg- 
ment that we are advertising this current fiscal year. We do not 
get the money, as you well know, to dredge the 14 miles, but we have 
to approach it by segments. 

Mr. Taser. [I still do not understand. 

Do you let the contract for the whole thing? 

General Szeman. No; just for a certain portion of it as shown by 
the map in the folder. 

Mr. Taser. You only got a 10 percent increase and that is the 
justification for an increase in the estimate of the cost by 40 to 50 
percent? That is the thing that kind of disturbs me. 

General Seeman. No; the 10 percent experience here, if we find 
that it follows through this year, that will be used in estimating the 
overall cost of the project for the next fiscal year. 

Mr. Taser. Why should it not be used this year? It kind of 
looks to me that when you get a 10 percent increase, you ought not 
to raise your estimates of the cost of the project between 40 and 50 
percent. 

General Sreman. The estimate of the overall project cost was 
based upon our experience, Mr. Taber, back in 1956-57. 

I would not necessarily increase our overall project estimate for 
a 10 percent increase. That is sometimes the spread in the bidders 
that causes that. 

Mr. Taser. That is all. That is enough, I think. 

General SrrmMan. I believe the Chief of Engineers had a study made 
on this overall dredging proposition and presented a report to the 
committee. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, may I ask this question? 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. Was the project revised and additional units of some 
sort placed or determined to be necessary in this project over and 
above the original determination? Was the project increased in scope 
and in size or what? 

I am like Mr. Taber, I cannot understand why you should have 
such a large increase in your estimated cost of this project when you 
only had a 10 percent increase in one bid. What was the reason for 
this increased estimated cost of this project, General? 

General SreMAN. The reason for the increased cost of the overall 
project in this area is due to our experience during 1956 and 1957, sir. 
There has been no extension whatsoever of the authorized project 
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limits. This is a 36-foot by 200-foot project for some 14 miles up to 
the Brownsville Turning Basin. 


Mr. Jensen. To cost how much? 

General Srrman. The overall cost estimate is $6,260,000. 

Mr. JrnseNn. Your original estimate was what? 

General Sreman. The project estimate last year was $4,080,000. 

Mr. JENSEN. It bas increased over 50 percent? 

General Speman. About 50 percent, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You mean to say that that increase was brought 
about because of the increase in bids that you anticipated? 

General SeEMan. It is the increased cost of construction work of 
this nature in this area, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. How many contracts have you let on this project? 

General Szreman. Recently we only advertised and let this one 
which was in February of this year. 

Mr. Jensen. It was only 10 percent above your estimate? 

General Seeman. The low bid was 10 percent above. 

Mr. JENSEN. On that premise, you increased the overall costs 
estimated of this project over 50 percent? J think somebody has 
really tripped on this one, General. You better take another look 
at it. 

General Seeman. Our bid experience this year will be taken 
cognizance of in estimates next year. This increase in project costs 
this year is based upon the rise in prices in 1956. 

Mr. ANvERSEN. Off the record, General. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. JeEnsEN. The point i want to bring up is this: The Army 
engineers have estimated projects of this nature for many many 
years and certainly the Army engineers’ estimate should be pretty 
accurate because of the long years of experience that they have had 
in estimating projects of this nature. I do not care what kind of 
work it is. They have had a great deal of experience in that field 
and then during one 12-month period, we now learn that they erred 
to the degree of 50 percent in their estimates. It is quite difficult to 
understand how that is possible. You either made an awful poor 
estimate originally or this new estimate is completely out of line with 
what that project should cost. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


GALVESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. Galveston Harbor and Channel, Galveston seawall, 
$1 million. We will insert pages 20a through 25. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


GALVESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL, TEX. (GALVESTON SEAWALL) 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate eins Job UU Leite ca ake dee ceed $1, 000, 000 


binsith « « pissanltiwesl Jnpaiati imate dephlin i Sie eeeeeias 1, 000, 000 
Increase i in budent entimates adc sicccswenuisdo liebe ode bee 0 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue construction of seawall_._..._._._._...........-.---.. $920, 000 $920, 000 0 
Poe Gite Gs on ook sc a ee st a 20, 000 20, 000 0 
Supervision and administration..___.................-..-..-. 60, 000 60, 000 0 
0 


1959 budget Revised estimate 





8 th lke aaah wissecdmactetnket After 1964_..____ + June 1962, 





Location.—In Galveston County, Tex., extending westerly 16,300 linear feet 
from 61st Street in Galveston along the beach side of Galveston Island. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
| _ estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost_-- ------ rpnpwka dimes kncigiemeginik 90, 210, 000 | upsaenes +> one 


Estimated non-Federal cost - --- ‘ $ Rite eeuisieaieondie 3,014, 000 |__-. 

Cash contribution_-- 5023 is] darvnnewnatenarecnhiteifie| >i Sama i. 

Other costs_.......-. . . id nceqetetetrhaee SE eed en dentiais 
Total estimated project cost --_ --- cciviattinbin pickiahdadetinytaenedd ef eee 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957._........-- Fa tinknd 5 de eccewbepsenptnnkde Gh iiincenttuteny 
Dppeeprsesons tor Heess your 1006... .....-........42.... 2.2.28 cne ene WEE Bit cakdensnagcced 
IEE SUI sb Stic toon tks nk eekcaiewoue eet aa 740, 000 4 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_-_-- inneldpstath cais  ma coma ct 1, 000, 000 19 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 - _ --- ‘ bE wadehatnved 7, 470, 000 |___- 








PHYSICAL DATA 


Seawall: Concrete gravity section founded on treated-timber piles and a reinforced 
concrete sheet-pile cutoff wall on the seaward side, with stone toe protection, 
and backed by a landward embankment. 

Length: 16,300 linear feet. 

Base width: 20 feet. 

Top width: 3 feet. 

Height: 15.6 feet above mean sea level. 

Status (January 1, 1958): Not started.! 
Completion schedule: After 1964. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Galveston seawall extension southwesterly of 61st Street will protect an 
area of about 4,528 acres, containing, in addition to residences, the Galveston 
Municipal Airport, industries, railroads, schools, warehouses, and miscellaneous 
business properties, all of which have a current estimated value of over 
$100 million. A recurrence of the 1900 or 1915 hurricane would cause damage in 
the unprotected area estimated at $29 million, excluding damage directly due to 
wind. Loss of lives could also be expected. The seawall extension will prevent 
an estimated average annual storm damage of $600,000. In addition, the seawall 
will reduce the danger of a storm breaching the islands. Such a breach would 
result in shoaling of the Federal waterways in the Galveston Bay area, and the 
possibility of interruption to rail and highway traffic into Galveston and of 
damage to the city water-supply lines. 





1 Federal portion only. Approximately 1 mile of seawall was completed in 1953 with funds contributed 
by Galveston County. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1 million will be used as follows: 


Continue construction of seawall__.....................-.--.-.-.- $920, 000 

Meer TO Pi OU iigs inc gd nds an bw wd ceed cedebukeddaenaes g 

Supervision and administration..................-.-...-.-..-.-.- 60, 000 
EN ci i saeco tn ener ccna ia a i a a ela al 1, 000, 000 


The funds requested will complete about 2,050 feet of seawall to be initiated 

under a continuing contract in the spring of 1958. 
+ Completed modifications—Work completed consists of a north jetty 25,907 
feet long and a south jetty 35,900 feet long (constructed under previous project 
authorizations) ; an entrance channel 36-34 feet deep and 800 feet wide; an inner 
channel 34 feet deep and 1,200 feet wide from the entrance channel to 43d Street 
and 30 feet deep and 1,200 feet wide thence to 46th Street; 13,162 feet of seawall 
along the gulf front of Galveston from 6th Street to the south jetty; and 13 
gn to protect the seawall between 12th and 61st Streets in Galveston. The 
ederal cost of this completed work is $6,828,000. 

Remaining authorized modifications.—The 1948 River and Harbor Act author- 
ized deepening the entrance channel to 38-36 feet and deepening the inner channel 
to 36 feet from Boliver Roads to 43d Street at an estimated Federal (Corps of 
Engineers) cost of $880,000. The entrance channel deepening was completed in 
1950 at a cost of $175,000. 

Deepening the channel from 43d to 57th Streets to a depth of 32 feet, as author- 
ized in the 1927 River and Harbor Act, has been deferred for restudy. The 
estimated cost of this deferred work is $333,000 (1954 prices). 

Completion of the 30-foot depth channel from 46th Street to 51st Street, as 
authorized in the 1902 River and Harbor Act, and the extension of the 30-foot 
depth channel to 57th Street, as authorized in the 1907 and 1910 River and Harbor 
Acts, have also been deferred for restudy. 

Non-Federal cosis—The cost of local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 
Galveston seawall is $3,014,000. This eost to local interests consists of a cash 
contribution of $2,870,000; payments for lands and damages, $133,000; and re- 
locations, $11,000. 

Local interests have also incurred costs estimated at $785,000, including cash 
contributions totaling $710,000, in complying with the requirements of local 
cooperation for previous work on the Galveston Harbor and Channel project. 

In addition, local interests have constructed 20,393 feet of seawall at a cost of 
$2,836,000. 

Status of local cooperation—Galveston County on May 17, 1950, adopted a 
resolution assuring the United States that the requirements of local cooperation 
would be fulfilled. Local interests have acquired about 10 percent of the right- 
of-way needed for the work to be started in fiscal year 1958 and have scheduled 
completion of the land acquisition by March 1958 for the work scheduled to be 
started in fiscal year 1958 and continued into fiscal year 1959. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate (Corps 
of Engineers) of $9,210,000 is an increase of $210,000 over the latest estimate 
($9 million) submitted to Congress. An increase of $328,000 due primarily to 
higher price levels was partly compensated for by a decrease of $118,000 in 


engineering and in supervision and administration costs based on a current analysis 
of requirements. 


25230—58—pt. 2 49 











768 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost}; June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Seawall, Galveston, Tex..................- $11, 203, 000 | $2, 643, 000 $90, 000 $920,000 | $7, 550,000 
Engineering and design..................-- 116, 600 40, 600 18, 000 20, 000 38, 000 
Supervision and administration - .......... 760, 400 186, 400 7,000 60, 000 507, 000 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contributions) -_.._| 12,080,000 | 2,870,000 115,000 | 1,000,000 8, 095, 000 




















EN LO AES SE RAI eee ees SHU Poe wcacane debe hase ee vugesks 
Total project cost (Federal funds and 7 ee 
non-Federal contributions) -._._-._-. 12, 080,000 | 2, 870,000 115,000 | 1,000,000 8, 095, 000 
Wenaees Sapna... 5... 5.2 ef tek Beene yas oat Se ote cabs acs 

Total cost (Federal funds and non- 
Federal contributions) .............| 12,080,000 | 2,870, 000 115, 000 1, 000, 000 8, 095, 000 
IE nbs etd seth ec wcc cb alec ncccdalcdabida san ducuslbonchaswasos 625, 000 —625, 000 
ENR. cc ihikdsonccaussioniuicnsadenak 2, 870, 000 115,000 | 1,625,000 7, 470, 000 
Federal funds: —_— [qc —my—_—lcr“— 
TS ree. Sisk bitin ndinsom 9, 210, 000 |...........- 115, 000 1, 000, 000 8, 095, 000 
EE a corn eninnceningen dade iat Skee Plbie heme Sebisin Sietnmide 625, 000 —625, 000 
EE Je 6. ckicnvadeccenwnulscuudacouscbtsdadtclical. 115, 000 1, 625, 000 7, 470, 000 

Non-Federal contributions: 

ELAS LE Ee Es ee ae Th SOE Bp, Visinciccnies chins dG Dairedcionserws bv teitsandecnaae 
SE oat tse bdinesctecadoncasilsn=s54 bigest eednadeditscsombbens statewsadenwcntconuenieadtec, 
Total obligations. ..............-...- eye Tae Cee his ons 5 cencbbaiss A Gaacls hie ce. .e 


METHOD OF FINANCING 





Federal funds: 
EE sihceninaegnagnesverensanlosansannnombetbenssie cae Fa GON edith 688d losinentcmnnnt 
Unobligated carryover prior year......  oetiinaeer net | spite iodine pabedswiiaintobeerd o,f ee 
Pen emer Greate SP DENTIN | oo ck ok chk hE Pwo en cst in dabbacimsl did ckbaceuee 
ea ee SS EE —— 
Sn nrsntintuaantsaadrenes tiininunsiainadten isctuca nape 1, 000, 000 7, 470, 000 








Non-Federal contributions _~.-.......-.-..- bn suniineie sid MNGPOUS Fe coat 525k k J sacs ice 





Mr. Cannon. Nothing seems to have been done on this project so 
far this year. What is its current status, General? 

General SeeMANn. This was adjudged to be a new start for fiscal 
year 1958 and in accordance with the fiscal and budget policy we have 
deferred advertising to the latter end of the fiscal year. I believe it 
is now advertised and the first segment has been awarded within our 
fiscal capabilities. This was opened just this month, Mr. Chairman; 
there were 11 bidders. It is roughly a million and a quarter dollar 
segment of the job and the low bid was 94 percent of the Government 
estimate, so in this area—— 

Mr. Cannon. The low was what? 

General GaLLoway. Six percent under the Government estimate. 

Mr. Cannon. That is very fine. 

What about local cooperation on this project? 

General SzEMAN. The local people on this project provide all of 
the lands and easements and rights-of-way. Of the estimated cost 
here of $12,224,000 overall, the cash contribution, you will note in 
your sheet, is $2,870,000 and lands and relocations are valued at 
$144,000. The total contribution here is over $3 million. 

Mr. Cannon. You think that is adequate? 

General SreMAn. Yes, sir. 





} 





— = eS Oe 


769 


Mr. Cannon. Acquisitions of rights-of-way by the local interests 
seems to be just where it was last year. Is this project dying on the 
vine? 

General Sreman. This is strongly pressed by the Galveston city 
and county officials. As a matter of fact this spring they came to us 
quite embarrassed that they were proceeding with their acquisition 
and we were not in a position to go ahead and advertise the work, 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. Any questions? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton? 

Mr. Fenton. Is this a new start? 

General SreMan. It was considered as a new start last year, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. It did start? 

General SreMan. Yes, sir. We have now just advertised and 
awarded the first segment as indicated in the green on the map there. 


GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY (GALVESTON DISTRICT), TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (realinement vicinity 
of Aransas Pass and Guadalupe River, channel to Victoria); $2.4 
million. 

We will insert pages 27a through 33. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


Gur InrTRAcOASTAL WaTERWAY (GALVESTON District) Texas (REALINEMENT 
Viciniry oF ARANSAS Pass AND GUADALUPE RIveR, CHANNEL TO VICTORIA) 




















Pe BONE, 54 doped oh Seca ceeen ck ande ead cneta dhe cha $900, 000 
Tee CRUMB OS oa coe es Sih aaleenie area ected Mite hs sk kee 2, 400, 000 
SERCO alr ee CUINU  o oo cc ote neon hon cmne cee menetndaade 1, 500, 000 

The increase will be applied as follows: 

1959 budget Revised Increase 
| estimate 

science ein os | Sere ie 
Continue construction of Aransas Pass bridge--_--..-...---- | $436, 000 $513, 000 $77, 000 
Start dredging realined channel, Rockport to } Corpus Ctristi | 

"ee nbn mbpstniee wis 0 787, 000 787, 000 
Continue construction of channel to Victoria_.------------—- 394, 000 930, 500 536, 500 
Engineering and design. --.--.--- ab lnaehagesouseinnanenalise 15, 000 19, 000 4, 000 
Supervision and administration --...........-.-.-----------.-- 55, 000 150, 500 95, 500 

Monet: ce ees 900, 000 2, 400, 000 1, 500, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
Gea arse te BenGrite (Omme) oo an. 2a ie ecchensenndnpescsh eeheskoasastetes 
ns TE ee he ae es EP: After 1964 (June 1965). ._.... January 1965. 
Realinement vicinity Aransas Pass: 
DT GUI ee cctd dwt cuacaseses op ate beae se December 1960__...........- February 1960. 
a a re eal DEEN Bec ci eotcgmcge as March 1959. 


Aransas Pass tributary (completed) ..........----- | 
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Location.—The channel to Victoria extends from Intracoastal Waterway main 
channel in San Antonio Bay to near Victoria, Tex., a distance of about 35 miles, 
with a connecting side channel to Seadrift at mile 6.5. The realinement is a 
rerouting of the main channel of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway along the north 
shore of Aransas Bay from Rockport via the town of Aransas Pass, Tex., to 
Corpus Christi Bay, a distance of about 17.2 miles. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act (realinement); 1945 River and 
Harbor Act (Victoria Channel). 

Benefit-cost ratio.— Realinement, 1.3 to 1; Victoria Channel, 1.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

percent of esti- 

Amount mated Federal 

cost (Corps of 

Engineers) 

Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) -_.............-.-----...------ of «| | aera 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard)-......-.-...-.-.-.-.-...-.-..- NN Bs ce enmnnt sae 
I PON ON hn nds sckme nc ses slwnctecnecsbewssiuccue cues me Re 
EN  inrin em deitinndetibebnwiweintanintontstettbwiaitinamnaet Oihisndicshccucaet 
N=. iin cshishamiidcadeabineanesbacnrnenveeqnadauibncetnnbémes SE ett iniccncmnchan 
I NNN I i no catisod banana siedinnpmsewuceeninll We TN Bsn ctceetseiaks 
Pe 00 ONE OE, FOO) wie vedic se cetwecsenasndadidicsctdccceesstese SEE Pitan cencacnddhe 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1968.....................-.....-.......-....- i 
is le ta ces ine ndnatdinacueemninpangoneniacnwns 1, 423, 000 13 
a requested for fiscal year 1959. .............-.-.-.-..-.-...- 900, 000 21 
B ce to complete after fiscal year 19590. .-.........-.-----.----------.-.- COO bisnccdeesceen ces 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Victoria: 9 feet deep, 100 feet wide, and 35 miles long. 
Seadrift: 9 feet deep, 100 feet wide, and 2.3 miles long. 
Realinement, main channel, Gulf Intracoastal Waterway: 12 feet deep, 
125 feet wide and 17.2 miles long. 
Aransas Pass tributary channel: 12 feet deep, 100 feet wide and 6 miles long. 
Turning basins: 
Seadrift:! 10 feet deep, 300 feet by 500 feet. 
Victoria:! 10 feet deep, 400 feet by 650 feet to 1,150 feet. 
Bridge: At Aransas Pass, 2-lane highway, fixed span, 125 feet horizontal and 50 
feet vertical clearance. 


1 To be constructed by local interests. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1988) 


Completion 
schedule 
i CS oS ale eahcaigindlapeeiienneenaliinaie 
i i hin ed mies oencnentinoncnmiorcodimahaias After 1964, 
Realinement vicinity Aransas Pass: 
a os dala csanani allah edapialin Suhennabah Sekanmeameepasee preees Dec. 1960. 
iS tooo 21 las anigiubamnaniumnadmanenioniaio’ March 1959, 


Aransas Pass tributary (12 feet): Completed_-..............22.22222 2 


1 Local interests under a Department of the Army permit completed the lower 14-mile reach in June 1955 
except for the westerly connecting channel at the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway main channel in San Antonio 
Bay. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (Galveston district portion) serves the needs 
of barge commerce and small craft between Orange, Tex., and the Mexican border. 
In 1956 the commerce moving in the sections of the waterway in Texas totaled 
29,674,005 tons. 

The Guadalupe River Channel to Victoria is an important feeder channel to 
the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway and furnishes an outlet for barge commerce 
nn Seadrift, Victoria, and points on the Guadalupe River. Industrial 
plants of Du Pont and the Union Carbide & Chemicals Corp. are located on the 





ee 


; 
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channel. Additional commerce which will originate on the channel is estimatea 
at 2,170,000 tons and consists of petroleum products, shell, gravel, sand, oil-well 
supplies, and petrochemical intermediates. 

he realined route via Aransas Pass will nore improve the main channel 
alinement between Rockport and Corpus Christi. Barge traffie will benefit from 
savings in travel time through the shortened route, from by-passing the dangerous 
cross currents at the Aransas Pass Inlet Channel, and from avoiding seagoi 
traffic congestion in the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway. Industry wi 
be attracted because of the proximity of the new channel to highway and railway 
connections along the north shore of Aransas B 


ay. 
Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $900,000 will be used as follows: 


Continue construction of Aransas Pass Bridge___.............------ $436, 000 
Continue construction of channel to Victoria_................-.---- 394, 000 
BU TIT 5 ns ends icicsinseeemquglgns prddiocchecnchiptercinn db Wiasienvntailsiod- ep bieset 15, 000 
Supervision and administration__..............-.-..-..-----..---- 55, 000 

RE ccetnsivis angupticcagginagttctia dash aalatamebase lis 900, 000 


Completed modifications —Work completed consists of a main channel 12 feet 
deep and 125 feet wide from near Orange, Tex., to the Mexican border; a railroad 
bridge across Mud Bayou at High Island; Port Bolivar jetties, Brazos River 
floodgates; Colorado River locks; Port O’Connor jetties; tributary channels 
9 feet deep to Palacios, and Rockport; tributary channel 12 feet deep to Port 
Mansfield; shallow draft channels 6 and 12 feet deep at Port Isabel; a tributary 
channel 9 feet deep in the lower 26 miles of the San Bernard River; a 12-foot 
channel in the Arroyo Colorado from the main channel to 5 miles below Harlingen; 
and widening of the Aransas Pass tributary channel from 100 feet to 125 feet a 
depth of 12 feet. The cost of this completed work is $24,729,000. 

Remaining authorized modifications.—The 1938 River and Harbor Act author- 
ized a 9-foot by 100-foot tributary in the Colorado River from Matagorda up- 
stream a distance of 17 miles at an estimated Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost 
of $1,220,000. 

The 1954 River and Harbor Act authorized a harbor of refuge at Seadrift, 
Tex., 9 feet deep, 200 feet by 1,000 feet, and a 9-foot approach channel at an 
estimated cost of $91,000 (1956 prices). This work has been deferred for restudy. 

Construction of the upper 3% miles of the 9-foot tributary in the San Bernard 
River, as authorized in the 1938 River and Harbor Act, and the upper 5 miles 
of the 12-foot channel to Harlingen and a 6-foot channel into Barroom Bay near 
Port O’Connor, as authorized in the 1945 River and Harbor Act, have been 
deferred for restudy. The estimated cost of this deferred work is $2,045,000 
(1954 prices). 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 
Aransas Pass realinement and for the Guadalupe River channel, to Victoria, 
as follows: 

Aransas Pass realinement: $33,000 all for payments for lands and damages. 

Channel to Victoria: $6,795,000, consisting of $2,089,000 for construction; 
$975,000 for payments for lands and damages; and $3,731,000 for relocations. 

Local interests have also incurred costs estimated at $4,500,000 in es 
with the requirements of local cooperation for previous work on the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway project. 

In addition local interests are required to maintain the completed highway 
bridge at Aransas Pass, the Victoria and Seadrift turning basins, and other ele- 
ments of the channel to Victoria at an estimated annual cost of $69,700. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Victoria and West Side Calhoun County 
Navigation Districts on August 22, 1956, jointly adopted a resolution assuring the 
United States that the requirements of local cooperation would be fulfilled for 
the Guadalupe River channel, to Victoria. Local interests have acquired ap- 
proximately 6 percent of the lands needed for the entire project. Completion of 
acquisition for work to be started in fiscal year 1958 and continued with the fiscal 
year 1959 budget request has been scheduled for March 1958. 

The city of Aransas Pass, Tex., on March 23, 1949, adopted a resolution assur- 
ing the United States that the requirements of local cooperation would be ful- 
filled for the Aransas Pass Channel realinement. No right-of-way is required 
for the Aransas Pass Bridge construction, on which contract award is scheduled 
for May 1958. 
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Comparison of Federal cost estimates 


Realinement vicinity of Aransas Pass.—The current Federal cost estimate 
(Corps of Engineers) of $3,185,000 is an increase of $685,000 over the latest 
estimate ($2,500,000) submitted to Congress; $150,000 of ‘this increase is the 
result of design changes to provide a fixed span plate girder bridge with 50 feet 
vertical clearance and 125 feet horizontal clearance in lieu of an operating span 
with 100 feet of horizontal clearance. The remainder of the increase is due 
primarily to higher price levels. 

Channel to Victoria.—The current Federal cost estimate (Corps of Engineers) 
of $8,020,000 is an increase of $1,160,000 over the latest estimate ($6,860,000) 
submitted to Congress. $128,000 of this increase is attributable to design changes, 
chiefly channel realinement through Green Lake to increase the flood plain of the 
Guadalupe River. The remainder of the increase is due primarily to higher price 
levels. 

Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





























Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 
Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 | 1950 | after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) @ | 
| j 
1946 River and Harbor Act, H. Doc. 700, 
79th Cong., 2d sess., realinement Vic- 
toria, Aransas Pass, Tex., 12 feet by 100 
feet Aransas DR ciepiicdhNGa blow mee se ($3, 185,000)| ($227,000)} ($124, — antes 00 ($1, 858, 000) 
Completed, tributary--_-...............-..- 210, 000 BRAGG Niciccineen as asad 
Bridge, highway bridge at Aransas Pass__- NE Rennie ce cncas 80, 000 “910, 000° | EEE 
Channels (12 feet) Rockport to oe 
SS tee ns tt a a a Eco ce iustess tg 1, 730, 000 
Engineering and design_..__...._......-.-- 60, 000 16, 000 35, 000 5, 000 4, 000 
Supervision and adm See 195, 000 1, 000 9, 000 61, 000 124, 000 
1945 River and Harbor Act, H. Doc. 247, 
76th Cong., ist sess., Guadalupe River, 
channel to Victoria, Sateen aid (8, 020, 000) (277, 500) (100, 100)} (618, 000)| (7, 024, 400) 
Completed, 9 feet side channel to seadrift_- 76, 000 76, 000 |... aoa as owentes 
Channels, 9 feet to Victoria................| 7,140,000 |...._._.._-- ~ 80, 000° 570,000 | 6, 490, 000 
Engineering gE eee: 300, 000 190, 200 14, 100 10, 000 85, 700 
Supervision and administration - -.._---_-- 504, 000 11, 300 6, 000 38, 000 448, 700 
Total eens O cost (Corps of Engi- 
ED Ss cw tdabowbines 11, 205, 000 504, 500 224, 100 1, 504,000 | 8, 882, 400 
Undistributed OG As sh thedece sco ccinece ues Foe toss Saas ep treshte- nb senreeceeinng feb beet 
——— | ——— | | S| tee 
Total project cost (Corps of Engi- : 
neers funds only) -_.-.-.......-...-- 11, 205, 000 504, 500 224,100 | 1,504,000 | 8, 882, 400 
Pending adjustments__-_.............-..-- None None None None None 





a Aa RSL A 5LEy EE 
hs chicas cde E 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Corps of Engineers Funds: 


ee dates ini 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956.) ......--- 


Unobligated carryover prior year._-_-- | 


Total funds available for obligation._|-............|-...----- 
Appropriation required__._-...--....-- CADRES eS |------- n=. 


Total cost (Corps of Engineers funds only) -| 11, 205, 000 | 504, 500 224, 100 | 1,594,000 | 8, 882, 400 








Mr. Cannon. Here is another project that was put in by the 
Senate. 

Tell us something about it, will you, General? 

General Szeman. This is ‘really a combination of two jobs as 
tributary channels to the Intracoastal Waterway. The realinement in 
the vicinity of Aransas Pass, which straightens out a dog leg in the 
Intracoastal Waterway and an extension of a tributary channel to 
Victoria 

Mr. Cannon. Why does the channel need to go to Victoria? 

General Seeman. That is an authorized project as a feeder to the 
Intracoastal Waterway. 
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Mr. Cannon. You show a carryover of $694,000 on this project. 
Why should we carry that amount over into the next fiscal year? 

General Seeman. That carryover is due to the fact that for a 
number of months we were under restrictions to reduce our expendi- 
tures, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. That is part of the slowdown? 

General Szeman. Yes, sir. There might have been some carryover 
of expenditures due to the continuing nature of the contract. 

Mr. Cannon. In view of this high carryover what assurance do 
we have that you will be able to use all of the funds requested for 1959? 

General Seeman. We had planned and scheduled with that poten- 
tial capacity in mind. 

Mr. Cannon. Any questions? 


HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. Houston ship channel, $800,000. 
We will insert pages 34a through 39. 

I assume there are no questions on that. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 


(NAVIGATION) 
Houston Sure CHANnneEL, Tex. (36-Foor Prosect) 
(Continuing) 
NG II a sa inns caren cis Sak ce ee elds eellinls ani p eens $800, 000 
I I a alts ose saath esas dk eh emia a ph snilad nibs 800, 000 
PCE RN Sil ROUND: CING RIN lia Beas a seit anrtsreekeed ean eacieesl oa placename 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue channel from Sims to Brays Bayou-_.........-....-. $759, 200 $759, 300 0 
IIIT CINE ON 5 5 50 ccla Sake kta cenundadaate tema 5, 500 5, 500 0 
Supervision and administration.................-..-.-----.--- 35, 200 35, 200 0 
Tea eluinthinpeinnaidi shina bn enenatinieaitaaatasde aida ae antde 800, 000 800, 000 0 





Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 


36-foot project plus widening and turning basins__-----..-....--- October 1961. ..._. November 1960. 


Location.—Channel extending from Galveston Harbor to terminals at Houston, 
Tex., a distance of about 50 miles. 

Authorization.—1948 and 1945 Rivers and Harbors Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





hamemeipins 
percent of esti- 
Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) ...............-.....--....-.. NG To iikit nse 
Estimated Federal cost (United States Coast Guard)_................-.... Oe ee 
NIE QU ooo sic cecccsneccescadsecsecscencueccesocsaseede WOOOEE Tasckeccd cence 
Cash 
Appropria’ 
ee i a MO ans. cdacacoicmsacececsosdtassebiatctescs|  MIGED lekcuteccoscdeces 
I ek cee bitntamaaliewel 5, 797, 000 68 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__..........-...-.-.-.--..-.2.- 800, 000 78 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. ............-.......-.-...-.---.- 0, GRR OO bocks chncddcicnce 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: 
Deepwater Galveston Bay to 5,000 feet above Baytown: 36 feet deep, 
400 feet wide, 30 miles long. 
Five thousand feet above Baytown to mouth Boggy Bayou: 36 feet deep, 
350 feet wide, 7.9 miles long. 
Mouth of Boggy Bayou to turning basin at Houston: 36 feet deep, 300 feet 
wide, 11.1 miles long. 
Turning Basins: Houston, 36 feet deep, 300 feet to 1,000 feet wide, 4,000 feet long. 
Status (January 1, 1958): 36-foot project plus widening, 64 percent completed. 
— schedule: 36-foot project plus widening and turning basins, October 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Houston ship channel is a deepwater navigation project serving the needs 
of seagoing commerce from Houston, Tex., with terminals located along the 
25-mile bayou reach between Morgan Point and the Houston turning basin. 

The area tributary to the waterway produces chiefly lumber, agricultural 
products, sulfur, and petroleum. Major industries include the production and 
refining of petroleum, shipbuilding and repair, steel smelting and fabricating, tin 
smelting and processing, manufacture of cement, building materials, chemicals, 
synthetic rubber, and processing of agricultural products. 

Commerce on the Houston ship channel increased from 34,323,800 tons in 1947 
to 52,293,262 tons in 1956, a rise of 52-percent attributable to industrial expansion 
and vigorous local sponsorship. Widening and deepening of the project will 
benefit commerce by reducing delays and damage from grounding, allowing 
greater navigating speeds, allowing increased loading drafts, and reducing danger 
of collisions by relieving the traffic congestion. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be used to continue 
widening and deepening of the Houston ship channel as follows: 





Continue channel from Sims to Brays Bayous___.._-.....---------- $759, 300 
coisa aielirrcnn esha Silonite ventana 5, 500 
es TRO. kc ne eeen sme tehananen 35, 200 

(IML iS EE CEM SOT I LA ET 800, 000 


Funds requested will extend the enlarged main channel from near Sims Bayou 
to near Brady Island and benefit the industries located in that reach including the 
steel, petroleum, and chemical industries located near Manchester Terminals. 

Completed modifications.— Work completed consists of a 34-foot channel extend- 
ing from Bolivar Roads at Galveston, Tex., to terminals at the port of Houston 
at a Federal cost of $9,925,000, and a 10-foot channel behind Brady Island com- 
pleted at a Federal cost of $28,000. 

Remaining authorized modifications.— None. 

Non-Federal costs— The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 36-foot 
Houston ship channel is $799,000. This cost to local interests consists of pay- 
ments for lands and damages, $350,000; structural relocations, $340,000; and 
construction of bank revetment, $109,000. 


xen TOLLE 
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Local interests also incurred costs of $6,915,000, including local contribution 
of $1,365,000 in complying with the requirements of local cooperation for previous 
work accomplished on the Houston ship channel. 

In addition, local interests are reported to have invested about $30 million in 
the construction of docks, wharves, transit sheds, access roads and railroads, and 
other public facilities between Morgan Point and the Houston Turning Basin. 

Status of local cooperation.— The Harris County-Houston Ship Channel Naviga- 
tion District on September 17, 1948 adopted a resolution assuring the United 
States that the requirements of local cooperation will be fulfilled. Local interests 
have acquired about 85 percent of the rights-of-way and all of the spoil disposal 
areas required for the entire project. About 95 percent of the right-of-way for 
the Sims — to Brays Bayou reach, to be started in fiscal year 1959, has been 
acquired. al interests advised that the remaining cakt-a-way for this reach 
will be available by June 30, 1958. All relocations, except an asphalt plant, 
have been done. Local interests are now negotiating for relocation of the plant 
with an agreement expected by May 1, 1958. 

Comparison of Federal cost esttmates—The current Federal cost estimate 
(Corps of Engineers) of $8,480,000 is an increase of $590,000 over the latest 
estimate ($7,890,000) submitted to Congress. An increase of $674,000 due 
primarily to higher price levels was partly compensated for by a decrease of $84,000 
in cost of engineering and of supervision and administration, based on a current 
analysis of requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), Fiscal Years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal a complete 
1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Channels: Bolivar to turning basin (36 
UII, an isintch hitch nitilnintcenniaastenladAtabieiens $4, 343, 000 $655, 600 $460,000 | $2,370,400 
Engineering and design._.................. 90, 000 ; 5, 500 
Supervision and administration... ......- 295, 300 31, 300 35, 200 179, 200 
Total applied cost (Corps of Engin- 
GEE TEES CEG) onc cncccscsiscsnce 4, 728, 300 , 600 500, 700 2, 555, 400 
NS Gas Krein etenrns Slade dba aeaes PRONG Nikinin bkddaiadpinietanhananiansinsimed 
Total project cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers funds only)_................- y 4, 728, 300 695, 600 500, 700 2, 555, 400 
FOIE -. .n cinidadaadsiaeeactounnetedaasdelinn UE Ed cnanchbanvldik suc onabece knead 
Total cost (Corps of Engineers funds 
In ctthtindibith iipncibeeandonnicce 4, 728, 300 695, 600 500, 700 2, 555, 400 
ESE HOP +215,600 | —215, 600 672, 400 —672, 400 
Tetel CIO, 6 in cccleiicsdiinccdstinnlaccgehnaeand 4, 943, 900 480,000 | 1,173,100 1, 883, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Corps of Engineers funds: 
RCs dan iencdn tech siteumnleetntnnuinia 4, 987, 000 >. | aes 
Unobligated carryover prior year. .....|.........-..|.....-...... 43, 100 Se NO becadisiccucs 
Total funds available for obligation..|_...........}.......-.... EE OE Rikcedesnmuntdaiinnnadant 





EE, Ee. RS SS 800, 000 1, 883, 000 


PORT ARANSAS-CORPUS CHRISTI WATERWAY, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. Port Aransas, Corpus Christi Waterway, $1.3 
million. 

We will insert pages 40a through 45. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 
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CONSTRUCTION GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


Port Aransas-Corpus Curistt Waterway, Tex. (36-Foot Prosecr) 





(Continuing) 
ee I ses She le Shama ee Seo a $800, 000 
a ae 1, 300, 000 
Ne ee née nwinewnnen he stele dete , 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete widening channel from Port Aransas to beacon 19... $486, 000 $486, 000 0 
Initiate widening channel from beacon 19 to MeGloin Bluff__- 272, 000 747, 000 $475, 000 
Seema Dip ami si. Ors. scenic ase dednatide dubile 6, 000 6, 000 0 
Supervision and administration.._..............-...._..-.-.-. 36, 000 61, 000 25, 000 
ns pelea: LA te i. SS 800, 000 1, 300, 000 500, 000 


Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget Revised estimate 


Se oes peaiect te Tule Take......... 2.2. ee esse November 1961....| August 1961. 


Location.— Main channel extending from Gulf of Mexico via Aransas Pass to 
terminals at Corpus Christi and Tule Lake, a distance of about 30.2 miles. 

Authorization.—1948 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 





Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) -_-.........-......-..-.--.---- 
Estimated Federal cost (United States Coast Guard)_....................- 
Estimated non-Federal cost: 


en 4 | Jeuibmeeduiniinneet taal 
EEN I, BS no, 5 cho lecndnccsueodeccscence 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 
I co gS oes a uatbeseasickivcamestn 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 











PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Entrance channel (outer bar): 38 feet deep, 700 feet wide, 0.7 mile long. 
Jetty channel: 38 to 36 feet deep, 700 to 600 feet wide, 1.9 miles long. 
Port Aransas to Corpus Christi Channel: 36 feet deep, 400 feet wide, 20.9 
miles long. 
Industrial canal: 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 1.1 miles long. 
Tule Lake extension: 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 4 miles long. 
Turning basins: 
Harbor Island: 36 feet deep, 650 by 1,000 feet. 
Corpus Christi: 36 feet deep, 1,000 by 5,500 feet. 
Avery Point: 36 feet deep, 1,000 by 1,200 feet. 
Tule Lake: 36 feet deep, 900 by 1,000 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1958): 36 foot project, Gulf of Mexico to Tule Lake, 5 percent 
completed. 
Completion schedule: 36 foot project to Tule Lake, November 1961. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway is a deepwater project serving 
the needs of seagoing commerce from Port Aransas, Ingleside, and Corpus Christi, 
Tex. In 1956 a total of 25,145,430 tons of commerce moved over this waterway. 

The principal products produced in the area tributary to the waterway are 
cotton, corn, vegetables, livestock, natural gas, petroleum, and gypsum. Principal 
industries consist of the processing of agricultural products and the producing 
and refining of bauxite ore and of petroleum and petroleum products. Oil pro- 
duction was given considerable impetus by the late war industries and by the 
location of a large naval air training station at nearby Encinal Peninsula. 

Widening and deepening of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway to 36 
feet will benefit commerce using this important waterway by reducing delays 
and damages from groundings, allowing greater navigating speed, allowing in- 
creased loading drafts, and reducing the danger of collisions through relief of 
traffic congestion. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be used as follows: 


Complete widening channel from Port Aransas to beacon 19_______-_- $486, 000 
Initiate widening channel from beacon 19 to MeGloin Bluff_________- 272, 000 
Engineering and Gesimn. . . 2 oo a... ook sonic cutie bbs See. Sales , 000 
Supervision and admini#tratéon...-= 2. saci. esaedee secs ct tel 36, 000 

Re ila bcitig ne nodes woosulii..stebdoaeeeeee ee 800, 000 


The requested amount will permit continuation of the improvement of the 
waterway and partial realization of the benefits to be expected from that im- 
provement. 

Completed modifications—Work completed consists of a north jetty 9,240 feet 
long, and a south jetty 7,385 feet long at Aransas Pass; a 20,991-foot-long stone 
dike on St. Joseph Island; inner basin at Harbor Island 30 feet deep, 650 feet 
wide by 1,000 feet long; a 12-foot channel from the inner basin to the town of 
Port Aransas; 34-foot channel from Port Aransas (Gulf of Mexico) to Tule Lake; 
and an anchorage basin 12 feet deep, 300 to 500 feet wide at Turtle Cove. The 
cost of this completed work is $7,754,000. 

Remaining authorized modifications.— The 1954 River and Harbor Act author- 
ized dredging a branch channel 32 feet deep and 150 feet wide extending northerly 
from the main channel near Port Ingleside along the north shore of Corpus Christi 
Bay to near La Quinta at an estimated Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost of 
$878,000. Local interests have completed a channel 32 feet deep and 120 feet 
wide at a cost of $1,208,000. Federal funds in the amount of $536,200 have been 
appropriated to complete the improvement except for the westerly wye connection 
in Corpus Christi Bay. 

The 1954 River and Harbor Act also authorized widening the entrance channel 
to the Corpus Christi turning basin from 100 feet to 400 feet and realines this 
entrance channel to ease the bend approach thereto at an estimated Federal (Corps 
of Engineers) cost of $526,000. No work has been done on this modification. 

Non-Federal costs.— Local interests will incur no costs in complying with the 
requirements of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 
36-foot channel. The necessary lands and relocations were provided in connection 
with work under previous authorizations. 

Local interests have incurred, or will incur costs of $5,932,000 in complying with 
the requirements of local cooperation for work accomplished or to be accomplished 
on the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, consisting of $338,000 contributed 
in cash; $2,283,000 expended for work on project modifications; $302,000 for lands 
and damages; $1,030,000 for relocations of pipelines and utilities; and $1,979,000 
for bridge, breakwater, and dredging beyond project dimensions. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of $4,390,000 
for the construction of a grain elevator near Avery Point and $5 million for con- 
struction of public harbor facilities. 

Status of local cooperation—The Nueces County Navigation District No. 1 
adopted a resolution on November 4, 1949, approved by the Secretary of the 
Army on January 9, 1950, assuring the United States that the requirements of 
local cooperation would be fulfilled. Local interests have acquired all needed 
rights-of-way and spoil-disposal areas. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.— The current Federal cost estimate (Corps 
of Engineers) of $4,950,000 is an increase of $1,920,000 over the latest estimate 
($3,030,000) submitted to Congress. An increase of $2,091,000 due primarily to 
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higher bid prices experienced on contract work was partly compensated for by a 


euhneng of $171,000 in hopper dredging costs required to deepen the entrance 
chan 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 








Feature Project cost; Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
estimate June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
@) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Channels: 36-foot project.................- $4, 575, 000 $53, 000 $893, 000 $486,000 | $3, 143,000 
Engineering and design ee a erent cousin 35, 000 10, 600 10, 000 6, 000 8, 400 
Supervision and administration........... 340, 000 4, 100 64, 000 36, 000 235, 900 
—- a = ons (Corps of Engi- <onens ae ie i 
= ; ID skh bit eeceenices » 7, 7, 000 528, 000 387, 300 
Undistributed Micah deans alah Ade aepaieetts] tos«nequsginclorddinastantintaeadseskapeenit-castamanmmadta * Sanaa as 
Total project cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers funds only).................. 0 COG Cece ia! 967, 000 528, 000 3, 387, 300 
Sr Mn Sc cmeeren FOE lemasencanbnalcactepuncuriaakeredadin 
— cost (Corps of Engineers funds 
a DIONE Nic ivettvtinnencies 967, 000 528, 000 3, 387, 300 
Undelivered UU is a sas cds UE es ca 297, 300 —297, 300 
iad duigiincnccaul.devenséetunioesnstanwnen 967, 000 825, 300 3, 090, 000 
=—=—=_ —_———_——_—___ } 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Cm of ae funds: 
Lee betaiwoevigbtan=sclesnecdsesune 330, 000 TONGS Fike ass isn chi 
Uepbligated, earpeear OT FO ic eA iiincbbiidcdhioctitidace 262, 300 TNO deine tebninte 
Total funds available for obligation..|_...........}...-.-...... SEEN Encinandenndolesdvawksintas 
———————————— — -} 
OO EIIR SETI iia on sconces liescicc dca de iiobied 800, 000 3, 090, 000 


INCREASE IN ESTIMATED COST 


Mr. Cannon. The cost increase on this project is from $3,030,000 
to $4,950,000, or more than 60 percent. What excuse can there be for 
this, General Seeman? What excuse can there be for an increase of 
more than 60 percent? 

General Sreman. This is in the same category as the Brazos Island 
Channel that we discussed a few moments ago, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. That does not exculpate it. 

General Szeman. There has been a decrease in our estimate for that 
portion of the channel which is being done by the hopper dredge, but 
that is small compared with the increase of the dredging costs and the 
other elements of the job which are by far the larger part. 

Mr. Cannon. Any questions? 

Mr. Taser. A 60 percent increase? 

How do you get that? 

General Seeman. That is the $1,920,000 increase over the estimates 
of last year which we submitted of $3,030,000. 

Mr. Taser. Why did you submit the increase? 

General Szeman. That is what we estimate now it will cost to com- 
plete the authorized project, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What items have gone up during that time that enter 
into your figuring and how? 

General Szreman. The dredging industry and our investigations 
indicated that the cost of labor and mechanical parts and general 
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rice level increases have been responsible for this large cost increase 
in this particular area. I think that Secretary Short presented to the 
chairman the results of a study which the Chief of Engineers made on 
dredging costs. 

Mr. Taper. Have wages gone up 60 percent and has material gone 
up 60 percent? 

That does not seem possible. 

General Seeman. No,sir. Itis not any one element of the cost 

Mr. Taser. Could you put your finger on some element of cost 
that has gone up to 60 percent at least in order to justify this at all? 

General Szpman. About a year ago on this particular project there 
was a case where we made insufficient soundings and there was a 
harder type of material to dredge out than we had previously esti- 
mated. That was one point on that particular project. 

Mr. Taser. You did not use that? 

General Szmman. We rejected those bids in that particular case 
over a year ago and readvertised with the new data. 

Mr. Tazser. You got better results? 

General Szmman. We got some better. In November 1957 we 
advertised a portion of this job. We got 5 bids and the low bid in 
this case was 20 percent over the Government estimate. 

Mr. Taser. But that does not justify 60 percent? 

General SzemMan. That is the experience of some years that 
developed that. Just as recently as March we vlaced, an ateiilinn. 
ment in this particular area and we had 4 bids and the low bid there 
was 17 percent over our Government estimates so there is still some 
indication 

Mr. Cannon. Looking down the line here I am compelled to say 
that this year we have had more loose answering and more inaccurate 
estimating than I have ever known since I have been on this com- 
mittee. believe that the estimating on this Rio Grande Basin is 
the worst that we have had yet. Here we go down through this line 
and here is this cost increase and then on the next one there is an 
increase of $2,500,000 in the Abiquiu Dam and Reservoir. Here is 
an increase of $7,940,000 to $10,200,000 in the Albuquerque diversion 
canal and then on through. 

It seems to us that it is inexcusable. 

What is the use of holding these hearings? What is the use of 
making an appropriation on that basis and then find that it is no 
basis at all? 

I do not know what the remedy is but certainly the remedy seems 
to be within the Corps of Engineers. 








SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. The next item is the Sabine-Neches Waterway 
$1 million. 

We will insert pages 46a through 51. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


Sapine-Necues Waterway, Tex. (REecTIFICATION AND WIDENING) 


(Continuing) 
hha as oma Sone apt natee edie acne cesudeewaumn $800, 000 
I io ow ne asl a is ah adil Nasa sail wn dean ea 1, 000, 000 
Sees 0 Bee aetimate... .... 5. eS oe oe 200, 000 


1959 budget Revised Increase 











estimate 

Continue Sabine channel realinement-................... $760, 000 $928, 000 $168, 000 
Engineering and Scetwn Sailnet atin taneniseotnisaeneeqeiainesetempeemcetiesnaaae 13, 000 13, 000 0 
Supervision and administration..........................._..- 27, 000 59, 000 32, 000 

i nibieditckendipadiodecwciacuinncanent access oases 800, 000 1, 000, 000 200, 000 

Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 

Channel rectification plus widening---.-..-.........--.-.----.---- After 1964__..._... September 1963. 


Location.—Channel extending from the Gulf of Mexico via Sabine Pass to 
terminals at Sabine Pass, Port Arthur, Beaumont, and Orange, a distance of about 
66.3 miles. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 





Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) --.............-..-.--.---.--- $9, 700, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard) -_..-....-..-----.---.--.----- 176, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost: 

ae censeconcenasutensuswinncodbaepenlns 

ih in enncine ant ajnmmenepinas cians aipaen ay 
Total, estimated project cost............ 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957-........- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 
I OO GN Bho dein ch sib nahi nn eee ceeedaesntce aenwen 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_...........---.-...---.-.-.--- 800, 000 23 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_ _..._...-....--.-..--...-.---.--- TSP OOO 1edh ni dscceicecee 








PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 


Sabine Pass channel: Realinement upstream from Sabine Pass anchorage. 

Port Arthur Canal: Widening of curve at entrance to Port Arthur Turning 
Basins. 

Sabine-Neches Canal: Realinement and widening at junction with Neches 
River widening to 200 feet from the mouth of the Neches River to the 
mouth of Sabine River. 

Sabine River: Widening to 200 feet from mouth to upper end of project. 

Deepening to 30 feet from cutoff near Orange municipal slip to upper end of 

roject. 

nilesgenent of area at entrance to Orange municipal slip. 

Neches River: Widening at junction with Sabine-Neches Canal, cutoff and 
easing of bends upstream to Beaumont. 
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Turning basins: Enlarge Sabine Pass anchorage to 34 feet deep, 1,500 feet by 
3,000 feet. 


Status (January 1, 1958): Channel rectification plus widening, 7 percent com- 
pleted. 
Completion schedule: Channel rectification plus widening, after 1964. 


JUSTIFICATION 


-The Sabine-Neches Waterway is a deep water navigation project serving the 
need of seagoing commerce from Sabine Pass, Port Arthur, Beaumont, and 
Orange, Tex. In 1956 a total of 62,790,305 tons of commerce were moved over 
this waterway. 

The area tributary to the waterway comprises large portions of eastern Texas, 
western Louisiana, southern Oklahoma, and Arkansas, producing chiefly timber, 
rice, cotton, vegetables, livestock, and petroleum. The principal industries con- 
sist of processing agricultural products, milling of rice, repairing and construction 
of ships, fabricating of steel, production and refining of petroleum and petroleum 
products, including butadiene and synthetic rubber, and production of nylon salts. 

Excessive curvatures in the existing project channels to Port Arthur, Orange, 
and Beaumont, and inadequate anchorage facilities, are impediments to the 
safe and economical operation of the modern deep-draft vessels on this waterway. 
Improvement as recommended will relieve these impediments and hazards. 

iscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be used to continue 
rectification, enlargement, and widening of the Sabine-Neches Waterway as 
follows: 


Continue Sabine Pass channel realinement_-.................------ $760, 000 

Teens OE GU 8 od aa eee Soe ere cncdesncsactcnsdeulw 13, 

Supervision and administration... -....-......--.--2.----------.-- . 
BO occa docs .coynrensiongsagssbeebacmas sbadeuades 800, 000 


Completed modifications.—Work completed consists of an east jetty 25,270 feet 
long and a west jetty 21,860 feet long; a 10,000-foot bulkhead on Sabine Lake in 
front of the city of Port Arthur; a 12-foot channel in Adams Bayou; a 13-foot 
channel in Cow Bayou; a 36-foot channel leading to Port Arthur and Beaumont, 
Tex.; and a 30-foot to 25-foot channel to Orange, Tex. The Federal cost of this 
completed work is $15,238,000. 

Remaining authorized modifications.—N one. 

Non-Federal costs—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for channel 
rectification and widening of the Sabine-Neches Waterway is $310,000. This 
cost to local interests consists of payment of lands and damages $69,000, and 
relocations of pipelines $241,000. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $2,736,000, including $385,500 contrib- 
uted in cash and work, in complying with the requirements of local cooperation 
for previous work accomplished on the Sabine-Neches Waterway. 

In addition, it is estimated that local interests have invested approximately 
$7,650,000 in construction of harbor terminal facilities at Port Arthur, Beaumont, 
and Orange. 

Status of local cooperation—The Beaumont Navigation District by resolution 
adopted August 28, 1956 and amended by resolution dated October 31, 1956 
and the Orange County Navigation and Port District by resolution dated June 
25, 1956 assured the United States that the requirements of local cooperation 
would be fulfilled. Local interests have acquired about 23 percent of the rights- 
of-way and spoil disposal areas required for the entire project. All lands required 
for the lower Neches River cut-off channel, started in fiscal year 1957 and con- 
tinued into fiscal year 1958, have been acquired. Local interests have obtained 
preliminary commitments from landowners regarding rights-of-way for rectifi- 
cation of the Sabine Pass Channel to be started in fiscal year 1959 but no lands in 
this area have yet been acquired. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate (Corps 
of Engineers) of $9,700,000 is an increase of $1,040,000 over the latest estimate 
($8,660,000) submitted to Congress. An increase of $1,105,000 due to higher 
bid price experience on contract work was partly offset by a decrease of $65,000 
in engineering and in supervision and administration costs, based on a current 
analysis of requirements. 


| 
: 
| 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 

@ (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 


| | | | a | 


Channels: Canals, channels, and turning 








EE Rc tintinnchnsetdetcccceonsnce $8, 990, 000 $239, 600 $625, 400 $415,000 | $7, 710,000 
Engineering and design._..__.............- 95, 000 13, 000 12,000 3, 000 A 
Supervision and administration -__........- 615, 000 12, 600 44, 600 27, 000 LE 

Total sprint cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers funds only)_................- 9, 700, 000 265, 200 682, 000 455, 000 8, 297, 800 
NS Sree he Bach mid bce aenbantddcp nbptlacclud Bite Chbuicte teed Ledbbubine 

Total applied cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers funds only).......-.........- 9, 700, 000 265, 200 682, 000 455, 000 8, 297, 800 
IIR ihc cep ppcerenstslinndo<geceee BUDS if Eecicsemdssblena-scpetecstvastisessbend 

Total cost (Corps of Engineers funds 
ails hiss hci ciiicaai ln 9, 700, 000 265, 200 682, 000 455, 000 8, 297, 800 
STIRS CIO iin ge snc orien ik ith boo steep picer +388,400 | —388, 400 —822, 800 
NII Boo osc ccccco ces eccctoockccudson 653, 600 293,600 | 1,277,800 7, 475, 000 

METHOD OF FINANCING "uted 
Corps of Engineers funds: 

EE icinditgeitewatincancepeleceniscaninsn 695, 000 EE Adar tinbicnidlcnipatnenae’ 
Unobligated carryover prior year......).......-....}--...-.---.- 41, 400 We OOE cwedna dene 
Total funds available for obligation..|_...........|...-.-..... FOOD Lentaceddhieilccercdnduane 
Appropriation required .......-..------|.-.-----0se-[erese-cenece|--o---eneeoe 300,000 | 7, 475, 000 








Mr Cannon. Here is another cost increase of $1.1 million. Why 
that cost increase? 

General Seeman. This is a cost increase due to the general increase 
in price levels. 

Mr. Cannon. You could not have an increase in price levels of 
that amount. 

General Speman. ‘There has been within the project a slight 
decrease due to our cutting out a model study on the Sabine Pass 
channel. 

Mr. Cannon. Last year we had some discussion about a contro- 
versial matter that concerned the channel through the Sabine. What 
is the most recent development on that? What is the current status 
of that? 

General Seeman. We have been very successful in approaching a 
solution to that matter. The navigation interests of Beaumount and 
Port Arthur have met very frequently and the District Engineer 
has worked with them. We feel that with the provision of additional 
spoil disposal areas that the criticisms of sportsmen for the dumping 
of spoil in the Sabine Lake have been overcome. 

There is one aspect of this particular project, Mr. Chairman, that 
we would like to propose which is a change in priority from the recti- 
fication of the lower part of this project to the upper one. 

Mr. Cannon. Why that change? 

General Szeman. You will recall last year when this disposal prob- 
lem came up we testified that the first item of priority would be the 
rectification down near the mouth of the Sabine Channel. Due to the 
groundings of tankers and delays of 20 to 30 tows for 12 or 13 hours on 
the intracoastal waterway, the local interests and we would like to 
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request authority to change the priority and move it to the upper 
channel rectification at the mouth of the Neches River where it joins, 
rather than the lower one. 

Mr. Cannon. We gave you too much money for this one last year, 
did we not? 

General Serman. No, sir; there would not have been too much if 
we had not been required to reduce our expenditures. 

Mr. Cannon. You have a carryover here of $477,800, which is a 
carryover of nearly half a million dollars. 

What is the reason for this carryover? 

General Seeman. That is true but we have not advertised any 
work of this nature until the restrictions were lifted in the early part 
of this calendar year. 

Mr. Cannon. What about your right-of-way acquisition for recti- 
fication of the Sabine Pass Channel? 

General Szepman. There is no problem in the acquisition of the 
right-of-way here. 

Mr. Cannon. Has right-of-way been acquired? 

General Speman. Yes, sir; here it is all in old spoil dumps or in 
open-water areas. 

Mr. Cannon. Any questions? 

Mr. Maenuson. Are the local interests unanimous in wanting to 
shift priority from the lower to the upper part of this? 

General SreMan. As unanimous as Baal see, at this time, sir. 

The navigation interests, as well as the City council of the City 
of Port Arthur have favored that, also. 

Mr. Maenuson. Will there be any loss in changing the base or 
seat of your operations? 

General Szeman. No, sir; we have not expended any money on 
either of these. 

Mr. Maenvuson. I see. 

General SreMAN. As a matter of interest in this particular project 
under our O. and M. we have just recently taken bids on repair of the 
jetties at the mouth. We had six bids. This is not dredging. In 
that case the low bid was 14 percent under the Government estimate. 
It appears that it is hard to generalize in this area of construction costs. 


BRIDGE RELOCATION, CORPUS CHRISTI, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. For bridge relocation at Corpus Christi, there is 
$915,000. Insert pages 52a through 56. 
The pages are as follows: 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ALTERATION OF BRIDGES 
(TRUMAN-HOBBS ACT) 


BrincGE Reiocation, Corpus Curisti, Tex. (Port Aransas-Corpus CHRISTI 
Waterway, TEx.) 


Se on on connate dein eine Gill dekteneh hae b ea ee $915, 000 
Pg EEE tN Ro he A ae hs) PRE id OLEAN SS 915, 000 
Increase in budget estimate 


25230—58—pt. 2 50 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 














estimate 
Continue construction of new lift bridge__-..............__.-- $880, 000 $880, 000 0 
Supervision and administration __- ' Eel 35, 000 35, 000 0 
Rie hala eamabatratepngaceues thiinansigetantenegialtiaieat 915, 000 915, 000 0 


Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 


A re a cacemimaecanadsinwhe supacteaetceeel April 1960__....._-. April 1960. 





Location.—At the entrance to the main turning basin of the Port Aransas- 

Corpus Christi Waterway, at Corpus Christi, Tex. 
Authorization.—Act of June 21, 1940 (Truman-Hobbs Act) as amended. 
Benefit-cost ratio — Not applicable. 


Summarized financial data 


Amount | percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


] 
| Accumulated 
| 
| 








Estimated Federal cost_.-.........-- Ba cn ebede Hea kicemahie baaaet awaits Oa UR 6 1. ts... 
Estimated non-Federal cost - ---.....-- = ena RE ianndistneie andes 
Cash contribution. ----__-- DihiGinaleg Riek oe aapeiceaeeeaiea aman 0 
CE eee acccd judddacnublgacap panied | 1, 780, 000 
Total estimated project costs__-__._.-_- os ee eeninhinineonetiinainaceginemns 6, 570, 000 a 
Berea ote Oe, 8887 5. 5... 5 ins i in iis ene nee Oe oa cicnun a cdeccu 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958... ....-- Nite tI. SLR AE RE Baler to das Stetina 
EE dais ocean p recut ncccatctundocinanwotsacsonary 3, 150, 000 66 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959___............--...---..- dasa 915, 000 85 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959- ___.- satin hhc eaa eagle del WEY Tat Sigidn canteens 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Bridge: Steel truss lift bridge and approaches to accommodate single-track railway 
and two-lane highway traffic having following clearances: 
Vertical closed: 9 feet mean high water. 
Vertical open: 138 feet mean high water. 
Horizontal (between fenders): 300 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1958): Bridge approximately 20 percent completed. 
Completion schedule: April 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The obstructive bascule bridge is located across an angular entrance into the 
main turning basin of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, Tex., a deep- 
water navigation project serving the needs of seagoing commerce from Port 
Aransas, Ingleside, and Corpus Christi, Tex. In 1956, a total of 25,145,430 tons 
of commerce moved over this waterway, of which over 13 million tons moved 
through the bascule bridge at Corpus Christi, Tex. 

The principal products produced in the area tributary to the waterway are 
cotton, corn, vegetables, livestock, natural gas, petroleum, and gypsum. Principal 
industries consist of the processing of agricultural products and the producing and 
refining of bauxite ore and of petroleum and petroleum products. Oil production 
was given considerable impetus by the late war industries and by the location of a 
large naval air training station at nearby Encinal Peninsula. The Sunray Oil 
Corp. placed in operation in September 1953 near Viola, Tex., westerly of the 
Corpus Christi turning basin, a refinery for the production of 135-octane gasoline 
and jet fuel. 

The existing bascule bridge is a definite bottleneck to commerce entering and 
leaving the port of Corpus Christi. The limited horizontal clearance, 97.6 feet, 
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between fenders and the angular approach from the main channel, causes traffic 
congestion, loss of shipping time, a creates a hazard to modern seagoing vessels. 
Following an analysis of evidence presented at a public hearing on December 10, 
1952, the bridge was declared unreasonably obstructive. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested appropriation of $915,000 will be applied as 
follows: 


Continue construction of new lift bridge___.__..___..___._____---_--. $880, 000 
Supervision and administration-----_-_-..-..---.-.--..---.-----..- 35, 000 
BONER Sn cn lmccccsenad cobb aqereaaseeeoeigth tans sae 915, 000 


Non-Federal costs —Under the provisions of the Truman-Hobbs Act, as 
amended, the bridge owner is required to pay $1,780,000 of the estimated cost of 
the relocated bridge. 

Status of local cooperation.—In complying with the provisions of the Truman- 
Hobbs Act, the bridge owner has awarded contracts for construction of the 
the bridge substructure and superstructure and is acquiring the necessary lands 
and rights-of-way. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate (Corps 
of Engineers) of $4,790,000 is an increase of $90,000 over the latest estimate 
($4,700,000) submitted to Congress, due primarily to higher price levels on 
features of work not under contract. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 


2 ee ee 


Bridge alteration (Truman-Hobbs Act) ..._| $6, 380,000 $552,000 | $1, 846,000 | $3, 170,000 $812, 000 
Supervision and administration (Federal 


CEE) on digi cae nn non cemieeunshegnaee== 26, 000 46, 000 94, 000 24, 000 
Total costs (Federal and non-Fed- 
‘ OIE IE ..<s -npiatrrackehinneeass 578,000 | 1,892,000 | 3, 264,000 836, 000 
Undelivered orders...._............-.......]-----5-<-.s- +2, 482,000 | —373,000 |—1, 700,000 | —409, 000 
Total obligations. __.......- sincihahi sianpascnanithe cident 3,060,000 | 1,519,000 | 1,564,000 427, 000 
Federal funds: 
ae bil dn dbn bade dans Matin 385,000 | 1,246,000 | 2, 136,000 1, 023, 000 
Undelivered orders-_-_................-- sompronah <4 1, 541,000 | —449,000 | —794,000 —298, 
"TOC CUmnnetns «2532 os LL 1, 926, 000 797,000 | 1,342,000 725, 000 


Federal share of costs: 





Bridge alteration. _-__-..-.--- st ieptsoeniban di 359,000 | 1,200,000 | 2,042,000 999, 000 
Supervision and administration -- - --- 26, 000 46, 94, 000 24, 000 
Non-Federal share of costs_.............-.- 193, 000 646, 000 1, 128, 000 — 187, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 

Federal share only: 
Appropriations___-........-. Mr Sse Se eae 2,000,000 | 1,150,000 |_...-..--.2-]-22222-.--.. 
Unobligated carryover prior year-_--....|----.--.----]------------ 74, 000 1, OE Dachtiretinatines 
Total funds available for obligation__|-...........|....-.-.-.--- ESTA GO Tan can 
Appropriation required_-_.........-- pan geuduuewa|sescasnanweghvasnounrequs 915, 000 725, 000 





Mr. Cannon. There are no questions on that. 


ABIQUIU DAM AND RESERVOIR, N. MEX. 


At the Abiquiu Dam and Reservoir there is $1,250,000. Insert 
pages 57a through 62. 
(The pages are as follows:) 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECTS 


(RESERVOIRS) 
Axsiquivu Dam anp Reservorr (Cuamita ResEerRvorr Prosect), N. Mex. 
(Continuing) 
i oo woes iin ci nwo cil eis wellip ns aes een pie a $1, 250, 000 
ND os cc cd coc che some esas eeeeeeesicus 1, 250, 000 
pee os ees COlEMate. = = =. 56 oss Sere oc STS 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 














| 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

Continue acquisition of lands___......__......-.-.....---.-..- $6, 200 $6, 200 | 0 
Complete construction of the controlled outlet__....___.___... 227, 400 227, 400 0 
—, construction of portion of relocated State Highway 

96 (lor access to project site)..........................5.....- 63, 200 63, 200 0 
Initiate construction of embankment and spillway._........_- 785, 000 | 785, 000 0 
SE li ERE AIEEE RE NL SS | 70, 000 | 70, 000 0 
Supervision and administration ---._.............-...-------. 98, 200 98, 200 0 

PEt iliinadekianenaees Stale aatinstciaieecigcuss-aoaiababatac aie 1, 250, 000 1, 250, 000 0 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 

it tn ae whmenpgecienisuanepecapmaaiauadanie October 1962......| June 1962, 
Demeeegeetion.;..............-.-....- Pinciecthkuateghntasmbel Me sone June 1960. 
Relocations: 

DIE. occ nnccesccnkecnw Seana secon meinen June 1962__........ June 1962. 

0 Se ae athens dite alin ana chill tiledaes January 1960____-- January 1960. 
ag De  resteninabaniog ieee December 1960....| December 1960. 

Jams: 

Embankment and spillway-_.......-- ingunicmnnd Aincninaaaidaada inn October 1962_._... June 1962. 

i ts cs esata pian alniinsen ial September 1958_..._| September 1958. 
re ro ch eiR a eeson agile dis eabenea October 1962_._._- June 1962. 
Operators’ quarters and utilities. _...................-..--..-.... February 1960_....| February 1960. 


Location.—On Rio Chama at river mile 30 near Abiquiu, N. Mex. Rio Chama 
is a tributary of the Rio Grande. 
Authorization.—1948 and 1950 Flood Control Acts. 
o Benejit-cost ratio.—1.22 to 1. (For Abiquiu, Low Chamita, and Jemez Canyon 
ams.) 
Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 












i «co eunbsenerananediaasieaivessecsetes 
Estimated non-Federal cost... ...........--.-.---- eiaiamaiaiia 
Cash contribution_-._-_- 
Other costs. .......---- 
Total estimated project cost -___- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957-__-_.-- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 


TIES bok Sabha tae adsh es cccepedigpecienpinwasansinieuns ; 000 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1950_. _..........-.-.--..-.-------.-- 1, 250, 000 38 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1950_ ...........-.....-.-----.-------- GE EE lectccceccssscses 











787 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Dam: 
Type: Rolled earth fill. 
eight: 325 feet. 
Length: 1,540 feet. 
Outlet works: 
Controlled Outlet: 
Type: 12-foot diameter, an tunnel. 


Capacity (maximum pool): 8,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir ee Flood control, 562,000 acre-feet. 
n 


Spillway: Type: controlled, 25-foot bottom width. Located in @ natural 
saddle about 1 mile north of left abutment. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 





complete 
a QIN ic ions dctikcichiccwtld dbdich ban tatindcicitccntictiennieamimaia 85 | June 1960. 
ms: 
DEE UN iict sac dbdliedscdevechatdnnt onibittibtiiccianadndiuedae 3 | June 1962. 
ic Sih auth cacibasseaceriendtedslenombabihdngded Saimeecenieadaiaalende 0 | Jan 1960. 
III 525.) actactnaaesdarecswamtanmmicciains oat tausiniudennbomtas nalaaaemae 0 | December 1960. 
ams: 
ES MOONE DI in nual cima hire a pueumniinnmineamesmal 0 | October 1962 
on ok ann a cwnwatianedcewbiepeesucaligaisml- aia 68 | September 1958. 
IIIS 6 anid Ahad nd cichiinacdsndnblilt diiblianlisimsdcguamiagin 0 | October 1 
Operators’ quarters and utilities.....................--.-...-------------.- 0 | February 1960. 
24 | October 1962 


BES PINE cic cexictantbnténctacaduvbadkadsnnesdiidepedhadadahigianidda 


JUSTIFICATION 


Abiquiu Dam and Reservoir is one unit of the flood-control phase of the author- 
ized comprehensive plan of development of the Rio Grande and tributaries, New 
Mexico. Abiquiu Dam provides for (1) storage of floodwaters of Rio Chama, 
thereby furnishing partial flood protection for the Espanola and Middle V alleys 
of Rio Grande, (2) retention of sediments which are a great detriment to the 
Rio Grande Valley, and (3) release of clear water necessary for degradation of 
the Rio Grande channel. The cities of Albuquerque, Espanola, Socorro, Belen, 
Bernalillo, and Truth or Consequences (formerly Hot Springs), and public works 
of the valley will be afforded partial protection against damaging floods, Greatly 
expanded developments have taken place in the flood plain of the Rio Grande in 
recent years, especially at Albuquerque, N. Mex., which now has a population of 
about 175,000 as compared to about 35,000 in 1940. In addition, the flood 
protection provided by the project would also benefit military and Atomic Energy 
Commission installations adjacent to Albuquerque, inasmuch as those bases are 
partially dependent upon the municipality for utilities, supplies, transportation, 
and housing facilities. This project provides a part of the vital upstream reservoir 
control for flood and sediment storage as required under the comprehensive plan 
of improvement. At the pr resent time, only one unit of the comprehensive plan, 
Jemez Canyon Dam and Reservoir, is complete. The construction of the levee 
system in the Albuquerque unit of the Rio Grande Floodway was completed 
during fiscal year 1956. Channel rectification works authorized under the same 
plan have been initiated by the Bureau of Reclamation and are partially com- 

pleted. The reservoirs are necessary in order to realize the maximum benefits 
Rom the channel rectification program, since they will help to prevent sedimenta- 
tion of the improved channel. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,250,000 will be applied to: 


CGomtinaes' noquieition of landee. aie so dl oh ie is See eth $6, 200 
Complete construction of the controlled outlet................----- 227, 400 
Complete construction of portion of relocated State Highway 96 (for 

SOON: C0 DORONS SOON oo. ois cies Genet aden sd tie dn pneiwar do tber 63, 200 
Initiate construction of embankment and spillway.-_.......-..---- 785, 000 
Eeneneerings at Ge 26s. a ee chia Setaienean ea sbakeiossdeen 70, 000 


Supervision and administration 
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The early completion of Abiquiu Dam is essential in providing vital upstream 
reservoir control for flood and sediment storage as required under the compre- 
hensive plan of improvement. Under the present schedule the project will be 
completed October 1962, by which time the major portion of Bureau of Reclama- 
tion’s channel rectification program on the Rio Grande Floodway will probably 
be completed. 

Non-Federal cosis —None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$18 million is an increase of $2,500,000 over the latest estimate ($15,500,000) 
submitted to Congress. An increase of $4 million in the cost of the dam, primarily 
resulting from advancement of design studies for the embankment, was partially 
offset by a decrease of $1,340,000 based on deletion of the uncontrolled outlet. 
Minor changes in the estimates for other features of the project resulted in a 
net. decrease of $160,000. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 




















Appropriations required___-_- 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Land and damages. ._._................-- $86, 000 $13, 800 $62, 000 $6, 200 $4, 000 
et ne erences 1, 684, 000 49, 200 63, 200 1, 571, 600 
OUR o8sod 4 8s... 5. eee 4 22, 000 0 0 22, 000 
Ra es Se ee nee 14, 023,000 | 2,147,900 | 2, 102, 500 1, 012, 400 8, 760, 200 
Recreation failities_......- a reieniae 19, 000 0 0 0 19, 000 
Buildings, grounds and utilities.....-___. 76, 000 0 0 0 76, 000 
Permanent operating equipment ---.--_--- 34, 000 0 6, 7 0 27, 300 
Engineering and design._...___........-.-- 960, 000 759, 200 72, 000 70, 000 58, 800 
Supervision and administration... ..._.--- 1, 096, 000 159, 800 153, 400 100, 000 682, 800 
ees Oa rio --.-----| 18,000, 000 3, 129, 900 2, 396, 600 1, 251, 800 11, 221, 700 
I ro) ne Aaa kab cnwboe 1,000 —2, 400 —1, 800 —6, 800 
Total project cost_...................] 18,000,000 | 3, 140,900 2, 394, 200 1, 250, 000 11, 214, 900 
Pending adjustments.._...............--- sateen 200 —200 0 0 
Total cost. ............-......_..__-.| 18,000,000 | 3,141, 100 2, 394, 000 1, 250, 000 11, 214, 900 
Undelivered orders. ...............--.-- plc Mae 22, 400 —22, 400 126, 200 —126, 200 
Total obligations..____._- shadceansiene _..| 3, 163, 500 2, 371, 600 1, 376, 200 11, 088, 700 
METHOD OF FINANCING ae ai aL. 42 <, ade. 7 eae, aiateeat 
Appropriations-___-_- --|-- 2, 379, 300 | 2,450,000 |-.-.-- exesue fh ccusoe ecw a 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_____|- 832, 000 Dia sedi k 3583 — 
Unobligated carryover from prior year.....|..........-.|---.------.-- 47, 800 pith siecle ah 
Total funds available for obligation..__- necocancnls aa aee | 


Prbact sts ----=--- 1,260, 000 | 11, 088, 700 








Mr. Cannon. Last year there was a cost increase of $3,400,000 on 
this project. This year the increase is $2.5 million. That is a 50 
percent increase in 2 years. Surely you can beat that estimate. 
How do you account for that? 

General Sreman. There have been additional engineering studies 
in regard to the material for the dam. This is an unusual structure. 
It is one of the highest earth and rock fill structures we have ever 
approached. We had quite an engineering discussion as to the type of 
materials which were available and the slope they would stand on in 
order to provide stability in thedam. That has been one of the large 
elements of increase. It has affected our benefit-cost ratio also. 
That dropped from 1.32 to 1.22. 





) 
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CONTROLLED VS. UNCONTROLLED OUTLET 


Mr. Cannon. Will you summarize briefly the history of this uncon- 
trolled outlet on this project and explain your present position on it? 

General SremMan. As you say, it is a very complex thing. 

The original project authorization called for the construction of one 
reservoir at the Chamita site, and it directed the deferment of the 
installation of the spillway ates until New Mexico had accrued water 
credits under the Rio Grande Compact. The purpose of this directive 
was to provide positive assurance that the controlled storage on the 
Rio Chama would not exceed 700,000 acre-feet. This stipulation was 
in accordance with the agreement between the States in that compact. 
Further detailed planning for control of the Rio Chama resulted in the 
development of a two-reservoir system consisting of a low dam at the 
Chamita site and a high dam at Abiquiu site at a saving estimated at 
that time to be approximately $9 million. At the time of this change, 
the States of Texas, New Mexico, and Colorado and the Chief of 
Engineers agreed that the installation of an uncontrolled outlet at 
the Abiquiu project was necessary to comply with the intent of the 
authorizing legislation. The uncontrolled outlet would have the 
effect, as indicated by the project authorization, of limiting the con- 
trolled storage to approximately 700,000 acre-feet, in the revised 
two-dam plan. 

By letter of November 8, 1954, the revised two-reservoir plan was 
presented to the Public Works Committees of Congress and at that 
time the project that the Chief of Engineers proposed included the 
construction of an uncontrolled outlet in the Abiquiu project. The 
project plans provided for the construction of a coniimaledl outlet 
which would be necessary in any event. The uncontrolled outlet is 
not needed for the physical functioning of the project and would be 
infrequently used, but is required because of the conditions imposed 
by the authorizing legislation. The cost of construction of the uncon- 
trolled outlet is presently estimated at $1,340,000. 

The Budget Document for fiscal year 1959 contains the following 
statement on page 536: “The estimate for Chamita (Abiquiu) Reser- 
voir, N. Mex., contemplates that no Federal funds will be spent for a 
separate uncontrolled outlet. This outlet is not required since the 
United States will operate the dam in accordance with the Rio Grande 
compact as required by the project authorization.” As stated, the 
current estimate of $18 million given in the justification sheets does not 
include the cost of the uncontrolled outlet. 

Although detailed planning has revealed that the saving effected 
by the two-dam plan is not so great as anticipated when the change 
in plan was made in 1954, the present estimate of this saving, computed 
on the same basis as previously; that is, with the uncontrolled outlet, 
is over $5 million. This saving could only have been achieved through 
the agreement of the compact States (Texas, New Mexico, Colorado) 
to the change in plan, which agreement was predicated on the con- 
struction of the uncontrolled outlet limiting storage to 700,000 acre- 
feet. Therefore, the uncontrolled outlet should not be considered as an 
added expense in connection with the Abiquiu Dam, but rather as an 
integral and essential element in a proposal which results in a net 
saving of over $5 million to the United States. 


TTT 
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Mr. Cannon. I think the committee will recall that 3 years ago 
we took this out, this committee took it out. 

Mr. Taser. That is what I understood. 

Mr. Cannon. Then it was put back. I am glad to see they are 
coming around to our original proposition of taking it out again. 

Mr. Taser. If they save $5 million on it why would they need so 
much money, why do they need the increase? 

Mr. Cannon. That is a pertinent question. 

Mr. Taser. I do not understand the bookkeeping. Save $5 million 
and increase the total cost. 

General Sreman. The original saving of $9 million was reflected, 
of course, in the overall project estimate. Now the increased costs 
this year are due to price rises and increase in our estimate for the 
dam which we have had to come to from an engineering standpoint. 

Mr. Cannon. General Seeman, as you say, this is a saving of 
$5 million. I notice on page 60 of the justifications that you say it is 
“offset by decrease of $1,340,000 based on deletion of the uncontrolled 
outlet.”” Why did you not say based on decrease of $5 million instead 
of $1,340,000? 

General Seeman. That was reflected in the overall estimate back 
in 1954 when that was presented. 

Mr. Cannon. What became of that $3,660,000, the rest of the $5 
million? That is a big discrepancy. 

General Seeman. It is in the overall estimate, sir. It was revised 
back in 1954 so that the estimate presented then was the overall 
cost of the two-dam plan. 

Mr. Cannon. Then we have an increase last year of $3,400,000, 
and this year of $2,500,000. 

General Seeman. Those reflect our further engineering and design 
studies and up to date costs. 


ALBUQUERQUE DIVERSION CHANNELS PROJECT, N. MEX. 


Mr. Cannon. For Albuquerque Diversion Channels the amount 
is $775,000. Insert pages 63a through 70. 
(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


ALBUQUERQUE DIVERSION CHANNELS Prosect, NEw Mexico 


(Continuing) 
a LOS es a ut secu ee ak $775, 000 
RNIN Sos Dreier ia ou ee a ee a att otc 775, 000 
Ne I OR ia ds cc niecowednbwabasnn eedibnaws aus 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Initiate construction of Alameda drop and outfall to river on 
north channel (including some work on channel upstream 
et bien int eatin neates a a oa Oa Re ed $427, 700 $427, 700 0 
Initiate construction of A. T. & S. F. Ry. grade raise and 
bridge (relocations, north channel) -__-_----_- ciplijadciegeeshiienaaiaaial 191, 000 191, 000 0 
Nene TTT ee eee ec etintewtndpadencuwneaie 78, 500 78, 500 0 
Supervision and administration.......................---...-- 77, 800 77, 800 0 
ia a cacao nientoiclasta aul 775, 000 775, 000 0 
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Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 


North channel: 
iw condemned pada aue adie Gethin meee June 1961.........- June 1960. 
SU in... .ncltuicossebescncboansabalenanns December 1963....| June 1962 
Flood control and diversion structures_..............-...-.-- June 1960_......... June 1960. 
South channel 
digi ht bien ncecctnceneviasssssunceaietheaeenad June 1964__........ June 1961 
Ae te eee: June 1965_.......-. June 1962. 
Flood control and diversion structures_...........-.-..--...- June 1964_.......-- June 1961 
Gis cerns inccwdcncdtacdsntecsitneciameninbendionde June 1066.......... June 1962. 


Location.—On tributaries of the Rio Grande from the east in Bernalillo County, 
Albuquerque, N. Mex., and vicinity. The project consists of two diversion 
channels, north diversion channel and south diversion channel, located on high 
couse east of and parallel to the valley. The north channel will extend from 

ampus Wash north for about 9 miles to where the Rio Grande is near the east 
bluffs and will intercept the discharge from the numerous arroyos north of United 
States Highway 66. The south channel will begin about one-half mile south of 
United States Highway 66, extend south for about 5 miles to intercept the minor 
arroyos, and merge with the Tijeras Canyon portion of the diversion channel. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—North channel, 3.20 to 1; south channel, 1.40 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Amount percent of 





TRE GTIAAG BEING Cini cs in ctcnccihtntiinnnnitabisitatbidiltaminiteindnwmt Te} eee 
RIE OP FRG I, Bike hoitnentqiencdsnepenedibcepninstinntien FE iciwunesecunitiees 
DGTORTIIIERE BEETEGEE FONE WON iccdanccececcccckmenseosnebe consonessa jf RS 
SE 20 GI oo cacierocsencnemmianavadsdiiadacttosbdesdesemesin 870, 000 9 
a ape Se Er Tees WORE TNO. b aincecctsieanentavedgatbnacses 775, 000 16 
B ce to complete after fiscal year 1950... ................-.-----annnccee EE Reciesadcniandancie 


PHYSICAL DATA 
North Diversion channel: 

Intake structure: Reinforced concrete. 

Channel: Trapezoidal section, concrete lined to 1 foot above design water 
surface. Bottom width 10 feet to 25 feet and depths from 10 feet to 28 
feet including freeboard, length about 9 miles. 

Drop structure (near Alameda): Conventional stilling basin. 

Outfall: Riprapped levees extending to the river. 

Design capacity: Ranging from 5,100 cubic feet per second at Campus Wash 
to about 44,000 cubic feet per second at Alameda drop. 

South diversion channel: 

Channel: Trapezoidal section, riprap and concrete lined. Bottom width 
from 10 to 35 feet and depths from 7 to 25 feet including freeboard, length 
about 5 miles. 

Intercepting channel, Tijeras Canyon: Trapezoidal section, concrete lined, 
about 7,256 feet in length, bottom width 20 feet, depth 20 to 23 feet. 

Outfall channel: Channel, with flip-bucket type energy dissipater 70 feet 
wide, trapezoidal in section, concrete-lined, bottom width 20 to 70 feet, 
depth 21 feet including freeboard. 

Design capacity: 500 cubic feet per second near upper end; 6,700 cubic feet 
per second at junction with Tijeras Canyon diversion channel; 37,000 
cubic feet per second discharge capacity of combined channels. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1958) (Construction not started) 


North channel: Completion schedule 
Relocations. Sa Gees... ; June 1961. 
Channels and canals _ - : . December 1963. 
Flood control and diversion structures____ _. June 1960. 

South channel: 

Relocations ; Pe : ee ne et ne 
Channels and canals __- psa sss crag sa oe CL 
Flood control and diversion structures_____._________- June 1964. 
Entire ‘project_______ fi ond Sir abeeaed BUCS ai ieee aera . June 1965. 


JUSTIFICATION 


There is a serious flood problem on the tributaries of the Rio Grande from the 
east in Bernalillo County, Albuquerque, N. Mex., and vicinity. Floods originate 
on the steep alluvial slopes of the Sandia Mountains and east mesa adjacent to 
the city. rom the slopes, floods descend into the lowlands area, through which 
there are no flood outlets to the Rio Grande. The floodwaters collect in depres- 
sions in the lowlands which are below the level of the adjacent river. The ponded 
water remains until it evaporates or slowly escapes through the Middle Rio Grande 
Conservancy District drains, which enter’ the river about 8 miles downstream 
from Albuquerque. Traffic on vital transcontinental rail lines and highways is 
subject to disruption during floods. In addition to causing extensive property 
damage, floods have endangered lives and the impoundment of floodwater creates 
a serious health problem. Nine floods occurred in the North Channel area during 
July and August of 1955 and one in the South Channel area in September 1955 
causing damages estimated at over $1,300,000. During these floods many families 
had to evacuate their homes several times. State, county, Red Cross, city and 
Federal agencies participated in the fights to bring relief to the flooded areas. 
The project will protect the lowlands area which includes parts of the business 
district, mainline and division shops of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway, 
Federal and State highways, commercial, industrial, residential, and suburban 
property, and utilities such as water, sewer, gas, and electrical. 

iscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $775,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate construction of Alameda drop and outfall to river on North 


Channel (including some work on channel upstream therefrom) __-___ $427, 700 

Initiate construction of Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway grade 
raise and bridge (relocations, North Channel) __._...........----- 191, 000 
MOURN so oc rd a aceteusesiea conc stage ceeckes 78, 500 
ny en RNIN INNES oo Sacaticca.noncosaoteronenne 77, 800 
ai i a a a ss de allen i Sista pekmomnenise eneea 775, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $5,076,000 broken down as follows: 





a oe a einen emetogenic $1, 818, 500 
Relocation of highways, streets, bridges and irrigation structures_._. 2, 975, 500 
Cash contribution to construction costs__._.........--.-------__- 282, 000 

TO a a ee rel a casita ieniametinugh ole aan ois 5, 076, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation, and replacements will total $52,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Sandia Conservancy District is proceeding with 
necessary actions and procedures toward providing local cooperation in conform- 
ance with the laws of the State governing conservancy districts. The law provides 
for court approval of an appraisal report which serves as the basis for assessments 
to defray the cost of local cooperation. The appraisal report was completed by the 
conservancy district in September 1957 and the court is presently conducting 
hearings on objections to the report. On the basis of information recently re- 
ceived from officials of the conservancy district, they are confident of securing court 
approval of the appraisal report; however, it is concluded that the extended hear- 
ings will result in delays in securing funds for acquisition of rights-of-way, which 
will in turn delay advertising and initiation of construction until the first quarter 
of fiscal year 1959. After approval of the appraisal report by the court, the 
conservancy district will proceed with the financing of its portion of the project. 
The best estimate of probable date of initiation of construction is September 1, 
1958. 
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Comparison. of Federal cost estimate-—The current. Federal cost estimate of 
$10,200,000 is an increase of $2,260,000 over the latest estimate ($7,940,000) 
submitted to Congress; $2,077,000 is an increase,in cost resulting from advance- 
ment of design studies and providing a higher degree of protection in certain 
areas. Engineering and design and supervision and administration increased by 
$183,000 as a result of reexamination of requirements in overall construction costs, 
and increases due to required contribution to the retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year 
estimate 
(1) (2) 
NORTH CHANNEL 
WONTON oo sons oso ce cecal decks celds $321, 400 
Ohannel and canals........................ 5, 276, 000 
Flood control and diversion structures_..._ 1, 273, 500 
Engineering and design ---_-_.......-...--.. 386, 100 
Supervision and administration... ........ 490, 000 
Total applied cost, north channel 
(Federal funds and non-Federal 
GAIN dil Sudeccctcuensceae 7, 747, 000 
SOUTH CHANNEL 
iin och cities taindn cha ticntationd 240, 800 
Channels and canals................-...... 1, 405, 400 
Flood control and diversion structures_.... 784, 800 
Engineering and design.................... 130, 000 
Supervision and administration. .-......... 174, 000 


Total applied cost, south channel 
(Federal funds and non-Federal 
contributions) ................--... 2, 735, 000 


Total applied cost, both channels 

(Federal funds and non-Federal 
GUGISDURIIING) on oc ce ccdaucccsanwe 10, 482, 000 
Cm GRU. oc <reesnscccencncndncblhi~dabnde 
Total project cost, both channels 
(Federal funds and non-Federal 
Gumteteutiows) «..d...26.50.5<6c5e005 10, 482, 000 
Peeina Wen... on 5 a ne as ick 


Total cost, both channels (Federal 
funds and non-Federal contribu- 








FEDERAL FUNDS 
(| ESA eee 
Undelivered orders 


Total obligations 
NON-FEDERAL FUNDS 
iin dn reek pice ninkkaaneband 282, 000 


EL SEIUD. oN cp cunahdercccantalnawesycocuee 
METHOD OF FINANCING ™ 


Federal funds: 
DUANE. 55 dicncdiecsenassceninds 10, 200, 000 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_|_...........|_..-...----. 
Unobligated carryover from prior fiscal 





Total funds available for obligation. 


Appropriation required 
Non-Federal funds: 

a PES A. ee 
Mini: Kninic ne beimtblipbinaatiecanitaabanaeuond 
Unobligated carryover from prior fiscal 
WU dunks nb tanietin dL bheak aigaehdsanadeeeeee 
Total funds available for obligation|_.........-- 
Contributions required 


SSO Se tee EN ae ee 


es 
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INCREASE IN ESTIMATED COST 


Mr. Cannon. The cost increase here again was from $7,940,000 
to $10,200,000. Why that startling increase? That is almost 30 
percent. 

General Szreman. Last year the estimate was $7,940,000. There 
is an increase of $2,260,000. 

1 believe last year I mentioned this was a high cost area and there 
was a potential cost increase. 

Mr. Cannon. It is difficult to justify that sort of increase. There 
seems to be considerable confusion out there, a lot of legal controversy 
is going on about the local cooperation. 

Really, what is the situation? 


CONTROVERSY OVER LAND ACQUISITION 


General Sreman. This is a local protection project and the Sandia 
Conservancy District plus county officials have to present to the court 
their appraisals of property before they can acquire property. There 
has been quite a legal contest. Delays have been introduced in the 
project. 

Mr. Cannon. Has anybody brought suit? 

General Szeman. Various property owners have opportunity to 
appear before the county judge to contest appraisals before the 
Sandia Conservancy District can acquire the land. 

Mr. Cannon. You took a typical case and tried it in one case? 

General Sreman. I do not know exactly how it is handled but I 
believe property owners as individuals or groups can present their 
cases to the county judge. 

Mr. Cannon. What 1s the situation now? 

General Sreman. We have been delayed by it. 

Mr. Cannon. Has it been finally settled? 

General Szreman. We believe it is resolved by this time and per- 
haps the delay by the expenditure limitation we were under at the 
same time did not hurt us one way or the other. 

Mr. Cannon. Are you certain of securing the full amount of local 
contribution? 

General SreMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. General, you know the situation that exists on the 
Rio Grande from the source to the mouth, especially through all the 
State of New Mexico. I say for the record the Rio Grande is the most 
neglected river in the United States of America. We have a situation 
where the flood record will show that about half the town of Albuquer- 
que, N. Mex., is flooded during high water periods due to the fact 
that little water is held upstream, comparatively speaking. We have 
very few dams on the tributaries of the Rio Grande and very few 
dams upstream on the main stem. 

And may I add that it borders on the criminal to let water, which 
is liquid gold in this area if held on that desert land where it falls, 
become such a destructive element when it can be properly conserved, 
controlled, and beneficially used. 

Here we have before us a budget request for $15,276,000 for a 
diversion channel to divert the water around the city of Albuquerque. 
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That water comes mostly from the Sandia Mountains during the 
thawing of the snow. It traverses the town north and south now 
about through the center of the town, a little to the east. Waters 
from the arroyos—there are many of them that will empty into this 
diversion channel—finally the diversion channel will empty into the 
Rio Grande. 

This diversion channel is not the entire answer for the flood problems 
of the city of Albuquerque and the surrounding area. 

The answer is, as I believe the general agrees, that we must have 
more flood control upstream and we must dredge the main stem of the 
river from above the city of Albuquerque down to the Elephant 
Butte Dam. When we get that done, then the water from the arroyos 
can empty into the Rio Grande. 

Even with this diversion channel, the high waters of the Rio Grande 
River will still flood a great area of the city of Albuquerque. 

They did not get all the needed dams built upstream but I am 
happy to know that our late great colleague, Jack Dempsey, was able 
to get that dam up on the tributary. At what point was that? 

eneral Seeman. The one under construction now is Abiquiu. 

Mr. JensEN. You have another one authorized. 

General SremMan. There is another one on the Jemez tributary, a 
small tributary just above Albuquerque. 

Mr. Jensen. That is the one Jack Dempsey worked so hard on. 

Mr. Cannon. For the diversion channels we are providing three- 
quarters of a million dollars here, will that remedy the situation? 

General SreMaANn. These diversion channels are designed to take 
care of the floods Mr. Jensen so well described as coming down on 
Albuquerque from behind. Albuquerque is potentially flooded from 
floods of two characters, the ones from behind which the diversion 
channel will take care of and floods down the Rio Grande which should 
be controlled as Mr. Jensen mentioned by control farther up. The 
—— authorized project for the Rio Grande includes the Jemez 

am, which is built, the Abiquiu Dam on the Chama tributary under 
construction and the Rio Grande floodway which is under construction. 

In the original authorizing act of 1954 there were other reservoirs 
in that plan but due to the interstate contract and water right situation 
they were not authorized. Chiflo was one of the sites and the wording 
in the authorizing legislation was that it would be cut out without 
prejudice. That is still the grave lack in the overall Rio Grande plan, 
as Mr. Jensen so well put it, that it does not have enough upstream 
main-stem control. 


BUFFALO BAYOU AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS 


Mr. Cannon. For Buffalo Bayou, there is $2,500,000. Insert 
pages 7la through 77. 
(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


BurraLo Bayou AND TrispuTariges, TEXAS 


(Continuing) 
Dems CNG. 8 ono ces tc cc ectabdsansbekenccdcaseucheuawens $2, 500, 000 
SOOT GENE. iio sista ccaccnnd tkbenantndndoaa aaa Rann 2, 500, 000 
Seas Tr Wane CORN e656 oda Maik kncke Gene ienews 0 


NY ~ 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 








1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
ed edt dents esinisidhcineccrn sch inmates jp 
Continue construction of Brays Bayou Channel. ----___..-_-- $1, 976, = | $1, 976, 500 | 0 : 
Continue relocation of railroad bridges Se eee a Scbiee Sonera 340, 500 340, 500 0 ' 
Engineering and design. eee tsa STE Pea 25, 000 | 25, 000 | 0 i 
Supervision and administration... __.-_.-.......--2.--.---- 158, 000 158, 000 | 0 ‘ 
DIE iiienictmain eee EA OOS 3 2, 500,000 | 2, 500, 000 | 6 | 





re al Eihttiae ' 
Revised completion schedule 


| 1959 budget 
| 4 


Brays Bayou: 


| 
yen. Se rs . tie pike «citedhv tte November 1962_...| November 1962. 
es in seentirecdicae et May 1960.......--. | May 1960. 


Location.—Local protection for Houston, located in Harris County, Tex., 

and westerly of Houston along Buffalo, White Oak, and Brays Bayous. 
Authorization.—-1938 River and Harbor Act and 1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| 














| Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 
IID Cots SS So ode pednnwddéwabsctatiawtenedel 1 $50, 230,000 |...........-.... 
i cece en pina pilamanicdiecpiuide OEE litiencactucested 
aS anna okeeuwadnlar re sab ependeeamant i tatRamaceces 
I Nh rd i et tae b oni dddadnadeetbbbidanhdus nicked Ok See 
ie carsinine eit con end mindine weaninpiiinD adielbeciin We EE Bic ntckivusngceeta 
Appropriations to June 90, 1957... --_...-....... 2.222222... 16,996,000 }..22 225s. c5c55.8 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956... ...............-.....-.---.-...--....- OEE Bnnedeccvnp aie 
nner k tiem cas entsasipeadpendnseagsensluusnanmewe 18, 526, 000 37 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_..................---.--..-.-- 2, 500, 000 42 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959... ...........-....----..--.--..- PE Dasitdnncedcotane 








1 The budget commitment at this time is for construction of Brays Bayou only. Funds in the amount of 
$9,063,200 will be required after fiscal year 1959 to complete the construction of the Brays Bayou improve- 
ment, The total estimated Federal cost of this unit is $18,280,000. 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Addicks Dam and Reservoir: Earth embankment 61,166 feet long; 204,500 acre- 
feet capacity; outlet works, 3 gated and 2 ungated conduits. 
Barker Dam and Reservoir: Earth embankment 71,900 feet long; 207,000 acre- 
feet capacity; outlet works, 3 gated and 2 ungated conduits. 
Channels: 
Buffalo Bayou: 26.2 miles. 
White Oak Bayou: 8.9 miles. 
Brays Bayou: 25.5 miles. 
South Mayde Creek: 1.2 miles. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent | Completion 
complete | schedule 





Brays Bayou: 


Channel... _.....-...-------.----------------20-----2-2202022-0------5- 23 | November 1962. 
Relocations... 2.20. ccccwcascewncccowesnccnnccecenenancsccwecssccces 0 May 1960. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect the principal business, industrial, and residential areas 
of Houston, Harris County, Tex., against recurring floods on Buffalo, Brays, 
and White Oak Bayous. The flood of December 1935 caused damages amounting 
to $2,500,000 in the city of Houston and a loss of 8 lives. A recurrence of 
the December 1935 flood, under present conditions of development in the flood 
plain, would cause damages estimated in excess of $35 million. Annual flood- 
control benefits for the project are estimated at $4,856,000. Completion of the 

roject at an early date is needed to prevent recurring flood losses. The city of 

ouston has expended approximately $5 million for lands and required modifica- 
tions and has agreed to continue its share of the required cooperation as work 
progresses. 

Channel work on Brays Bayou will prevent flood damage to modern residential 
and commercial property. Flood protection will be provided for a land area of 
about 32,800 acres of which 26,200 are agricultural, 4,300 are residential, and 
2,300 are commercial. The total value of all physical property in the flood plain 
within the limit of proposed improvement is Sdunated at $102,648,000 based on 
December 1955 prices. About 87 percent of the total value consists of residential 
and business property. A recurrence of the maximum flood stage of record would, 
without project protection, cause damage estimated at $2,931,000. Annual flood 
control benefits for the Brays Bayou improvement are estimated to be $1,810,000. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,500,000 will be applied to: 


Continue construction of Brays Bayou Channel________-__-_- ._.. $1, 976, 500 
Continue relocation of railroad bridges______- = = gah tene ces a 340, 500 
Engineering and design___ : Siwy Pe 25, 000 
Supervision and administration. -_---....--..-.---.-------------- 158, 000 

ZOOL S56. S8s 4 LSAT A A ou JUL eee, Oe 


The amount requested is required so that construction of the Brays Bayou 
improvement may be advanced at an orderly rate and protection by that improve- 
ment be provided at the earliest practicable date. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in construc- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $41 million broken down as follows: 


Rene mete no on ea dpne ace abeeennMiieed ae $37, 330, 000 
Relocations of utilities, sewers, ete. .<................------.... 930, 000 
UGS GIVUTMANDNE i cl SEL 3 ck pcnSwausueane wikweee 2, 740, 000 

MI Dic wx i sictiin i i Shahi rin to cepeniane ated caticimaiiabale. + Abe csie eeaeaai lis kebre 41, 000, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain the rectified channels of Buffalo, Brays, 
and White Oak Bayous upon completion. The annual cost for maintenance is 
estimated at $118,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Harris County Flood Control District on 
November 23, 1955, adopted a resolution assuring the United States that the 
requirements of local cooperation would be supplied. Local interests have ac- 
quired about 38 percent of the rights-of-way required for the entire project and 
have accomplished about 36 percent of the highway bridge and utility relocations. 
Land acquisition on the Brays Bayou component of the project is about 60 percent 
completed and relocations about 50 percent completed. Local interests have 
acquired 60 percent of the right-of-way for work to be started in fiscal year 1958 
and continued into fiscal year 1959 with completion of acquisition scheduled by 
March 1958. No additional right-of-way will be required in fiscal year 1959. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$50,230,000 is an increase of $8,530,000 over the latest estimate ($41,700,000) 
submitted to Congress. 

$2,117,000 of this increase is due primarily to higher price levels. The re- 
mainder of the increase is attributed to unforeseen physical conditions at the 
time of the previous estimate and to more detailed investigations and design. 
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Appropriation required__............ | scab aucaieabintiea 


$50,230,000. Why that increase? 
General SEEMAN. 


Bayou part shown on your map. 


higher price levels. 





Summary construction program (PB -1) fiscal years 1958 and 1959 











Total to Current | Budget fis-| F lance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
4 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
{ Authorization in River and Harbor Act of 
; June 20, 1938 (H. Doc. 456, 75th Cong., 
: 2d sess.) and Flood Control Act of Aug. 
Pep AEs sesek btawdet sacndnccubhwsesocue $11, 550, 000 |$11, 524, 600 Se te ee ee 
Completed, Barker and Addicks Res- 
ervoirs and 7.4 miles rectification up- 
per Buffalo Bayou...............-.-.- ee MED Nandan s cds shatebbeecs ti pcoteccene 
Lands and damages... ................- 3, 686,000 | 3, 661, 100 BA SEO Bessa ch el sks 
Supervision and administration - --.._- 967, 000 966, 500 GE Beir tuspeitiwpeldoemettebbbad 
Authorization in Flood Control Act s 
Sept 5 3, 1954 (H. Doc. 250, 83d Cong., 2d 
White Oak Bayou rectified channel__..| (6, 060, 000) (1, 700) GE CP ienettehamed ($5, 958, 300) 
nial a eesmpereeananne 4 | ie. re eee betas 5, 475, 000 
Engineering and design_-. -- 180, 000 1, 700 tS ee 83, 000) 
Supervision and administration... 405, 000 dha hed MD TOR iiddwnwcneds 400, 
Buffalo Bayou rectified channel. -_--_- (14, 340, 000) (32, 600) (124, 400)|.........-.. (14, 183, 000) 
Relocations, railroad bridges (5) - - - EE Sesiniesaccustalvchenuceindimarnh atsarviged sp th asnsich Ges enind 130, 
tla nad OE esse tin SE De oan hincete tak sheicndshbnbendeaheve 12, 920, 000 
Engineering and design__....._...- fom 000 31, 500 FSP lowatisncccnens 220, 
Supervision and administration - _- 920, 000 1. 100 DB Gee Poutsnceeees 913, 000 
Dae ayou rectified channel___...._- (18, 280, 000)! (2,715, 000)| (3, 941. 700) | ($2, 500, 000) (9, 123, 300) 
ees. railroad aes ats GIOGRD Neccecnckases 69, 340, 60, 000 
Re icone iad so , , 
Engineering and design ; : 25, , 
{ Supervision and odeainistretioa. --| 1,180,000 162, 000 273, 700 158, 000 586, 300 
Total applied eost (Federal 
ID siirhnice cies iociniih i 50, 230, 000 | 14,273,900 | 4,191,500 | 2,500,000 | 29, 264, 600 
NR oct ccemeaicime acehn ech bonpecde PEE Anicde noid nelcduon dhs caassebbenens 
a project cost (Federal funds 
i tial ine ak aittatiddcerm an 50, 230,000 | 14,273,900 | 4,191,500 | 2,500,000 | 29, 264, 600 
Pending edjustaents paiaaaenegthslbnetaptaclcdeeemnencesn DONE Ti deees secre sdlecslkowedhdiaiwainacns 
be: project cost (Federal funds 
Dea iia eek ahs ae eneednk suas 50, 230,000 | 14,273,900 | 4,191,500 | 2,500,000 | 29, 264, 600 
Undelivered ide 5 ncndi mam melinineais mies 1, 180, 100 | —1, 156, 600 36, 600 —60, 100 
I ie siiccentahicmmeninieel «se seuncnaobie 15, 454,000 | 3,034,900 | 2,536,600 | 29, 204, 500 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds: 
hi ach nals biel aemncanesionn ee ae sD aaa Serre 
Unobligated carryover prior year......|...........-|-----...---- 171, 500 DCSE Cektdnactinace 
Total funds available for obligation __|_...........}.......--..- Oe Ore Bic. nt ei 


icentienninele sinister bit 2, 500,000 | 29, 204, 500 





Mr. Cannon. The cost increase here again is from $41.7 million to 


That is the overall cost estimate increase for all 
of the elements of the Buffalo Bayou plan. 
tributaries where we are actively prosecuting work now is the Brays 
In that area the total estimated 
cost increase is $3,340,000 for Brays Bayou only. 

Mr. Cannon. That is more than a 20 percent increase in 1 year, 
General SzremMan. There have been cost increases due Saunier te 
The remainder is attributed to physical con- 

ditions unforeseen at the time we made our previous estimate. 


The only one of these 
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CANYON RESERVOIR, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. For the Canyon Reservoir there is $500,000. 


pages 78a through 84. 
(The pages are as follows:) 


Insert 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Canyon Reservoir, TEX. 




















(Continuing) 
SE CIO se i. nee bond a ee ede $500, 000 
UO WCAG is i A ae 500, 000 
Smet tn DAwCG CRN sos iis oii cs Se Wckdlaesde wecudedenoul None 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue acquisition of lands. ...................-......--.... $170, 000 $170, 000 0 
Initiate construction of spillway... .....................-.....- 300, 000 300, 000 0 
Supervision and administration.-................-...........- 30, 000 30, 000 0 
ONGE: Gost Sets ad Sa canes diladehieeaton 500, 000 | 500, 000 0 
: ; 5 OR 
Revised completion schedule 
| 1959 budget | Revised estimate 
sesientegpiieashusaepesieenererentessingsetetanipenraseseifcarapeaeatsemnnentctenpralsns Gi ~ aaa ie | in s 
I TN iia ccc n ceticnncngntekn catindemirdeie aideciiaae June 1967......... June 1966. 
SE AIL, & cs srasntpichencinh oe tiecpwinctaindh icg-iaphiaceneiaae | June 1965_......_.. | June 1965. 
NE hh ons in a ceeunncamsasnabocscgueeseemeeen | June 1962______ ---| June 1962. 
PRE SIRIUS «oo sid eh Di cen incttbenceentdbedaeel December 1964....| December 1963. 
Outlet works--.........-- Sib cnen sittin ixendigicn Gee tplin ata actanataiaelitcaa a June 1960___.._. ...| June 1960. 
SEIN « wh nwtichnnnnshesssassheeenteniaenmpadguisasaaeenas | March 1960_..._- “| March 1960. 





Location.—In Comal County, Tex., on the Guadalupe River, 303 miles above 


its mouth, and 12 airline miles northwest of New Braunfé 


‘Is, Tex. 


Authorization.—1945 Rivers and Harbors Act as modified by the Flood Control 


Act of 1954. 
Bene fit-cost ratio.—1.63 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 











| Accumulated 
} Amount | percent of esti- 
| | mated Federal 
cost 
| 
TREO TONE CONE erick cnn sccncscknddunndabieigbeabaismcnkentuia eee ee 
Pe Ne CI jes ect sstnctn'n. sh et ead nlc ha 1, 400, 000 | 
SEE SSI. ait o:ctd-cantiswacasuemsnduatesuageesiemebienadinipecaieta 1, 400, 000 Diacitisindesteneiod 
NO CEE. oii Kandi pcndink suite «ateintendbinmesainin~ vinipaogh en winabeh pectin - 0 nacido je 
Total estimated project cost_.............-..- i det 15, 400, 000 | __ 
SE CE I, SO acu nncncacbuacusdoneinbeteranaedinnentans 2, 561, 000 [.. 7 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958..............----- sacussbwecuncsenseciees Oisctcidencuce 
RE 90 BONO the dnd neseidniesocbcessadaaesitthondetndmucrtih | 2, 561, 000 | 18 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_............---.-----.--.----- 500, 000 | 22 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959... .....-..-...-..-.---.---.-----. | | ee ee 





25230—58—pt. 2——51 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 

Type: Rolled earth fill. 

Height: 224 feet (maximum above stream bed). 

Length: 4,620 feet (including 210 feet of dikes). 
Spillway: 

Type: Uncontrolled ogee—broadcrested. 

Length: 1,100 feet. 


Design capacity: (maximum pool) 475,800 cubic feet per second. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
SS SSE as an ene eee ae aes eee ee 346, 400 
UR a a ra ras ar ai ee i a ek Oe 366, 400 
I oe at eee 28, 100 

SE gic man AIG ec RUS Re Male sa lal ig so Sh echcd 740, 900 


Status (January 1, 1958): Entire project, 7 percent. Construction of major items 
not yet initiated. 


Completion schedule: 
Entire project: June 1967. 
Land acquisition: June 1965. 
Relocations: June 1962. 
Earth embankment: December 1964. 
Outlet works: June 1960. 
Spillway: March 1960. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect 157,250 acres of valley lands now subject to periodic 
inundation from floods originating on the upper Guada ee River. Considerable 
development has taken place in the flood plain of the Guadalupe River in recent 
years, much of which is concentrated in the area subject to inundation by major 
floods in the vicinity of Seguin and New Braunfels. The last serious fiood oc- 
curred during Aprii-May 1957, causing damages along the Guadalupe River 
amounting to approximately $2,378,000. It is estimated that $1,498,000 in 
damages would have been prevented by the Canyon project. Comal Springs 
at New Braunfels (formerly the largest springs in the Southwest) have had a 
normal flow of about 250 second-feet but during the recent drought the springs 
almost ceased flowing. The increased net dependable flow anticipated from 
construction of Canyon Dam as presently proposed (about 150 second-feet) 
will replace about 60 percent of the original dependable flow from Comal Springs. 
Existing business and industries dependent upon the flow from Comal Springs 
are now experiencing a critical shortage of water. These businesses and industries 
are located along the Guadalupe River from New Braunfels to the mouth and 
include steam-electric generating plants, hydroelectric generating plants, recrea- 
tional facilities, and chemical processing plants. Municipalities along the river, 
also, depend upon the river flow for their water supply, and there is a considera- 
ble acreage in rice irrigation near the mouth of the river dependent upon this flow. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The req. ested amount of $500,000 will be applied to: 


nn SEIIINEE NOE O00 WN oo oo a arena gaan a cme ag baw wees $170, 000 
Initiate construction of spillway cJoc.ne; 200, 080 
arene iets anct Scraiteteniaon oo oo ee occ cs sccee Ul 30, 000 


URN oes ila Send Sit ede kaeekee ee 500, 000 


Non-F ederal costs.—Local interests are required to pay the cost of the dam and 
reservoir allocated to water conservation and streamflow regulation, and to 
hydroelectric power if power facilities are provided by local interests. The 
construction costs allocated to local interests shall be not less than $1,400,000, 
which amount shall be contributed by local interests during construction, and the 
remainder of the construction costs allocated to local interests shall be repaid with 
interest at the rate of 244 percent per annum within 50 years. Local interests 
are also required to pay allocated portion of the operation and maintenance costs. 

Status of local cooperation.—A formal contract with the Guadalupe-Blanco 
River Authority embodying the requirements of local cooperation was approved 
on October 24, 1957. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$14 million is an increase of $1,600,000 over the latest estimate ($12,400,000— 
July 1955 base) submitted to Congress. The increase includes $1,200,000 based 
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on higher price levels, $1,100,000 higher land costs, based on recent reevaluation 
of improvements and developments in the reservoir area, $397,000 based on the 
addition of recreation facilities, $160,000 based on reanalysis of requirements for 
engineering and design and supervision and administration including the retirement 
fund contribution. These increases were partially offset by a decrease of $1,257,000 
in the estimated cost of structures based on more detailed fieid investigation and 
design. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


















































: Total to Current | Budget as-| Balance to 
Feature \Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year | complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 | after fiscal 
| year 1959 
(1) | @ | ® (4) | (6) | 
a aati aati tiara arene tectiatinteceadiat ceelll eet eactiaaiaihiitiialit Se ry | 
| 
Lands and aE. ee a ee ee | $2, 800, 500 $257, 700 $55, 100 $250, 900 rer $2, 236, 800 
Relocations... jon ta iatipsantieai aioli CO Fe Biesevedeousa 2, 600 138, 400 399, 700 
Sst chawbcdsaunn<osaiguiawteaes f 115, 300 |....- TET fd Add. 115, 300 
a Sei iies wincte i gasnien atataeaaly trian odes nica 9, 250, 600 33, 000 85, 000 930, 000 8, 202, 600 
DE tatcnn tics tascdscedhee swwghieseemes Wh PEE Brdencateas TG, 000 Paesaaoe a bea 
Recreation facilities__.................. ‘ ee 13s sbucena ee sie eeics dias 397, 500 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities..._.___- We inde ckcwe Sen dceeteeted i aadae 99, 300 
Permanent operating Sone saeees ai 31, 500 |... Ginalptidal sa iva . 31, 500 
Engineering and design _. oddiinentl 1, 234, 300 624, 200 106, 300 200, 000 303, 800 
Supervision and administration... ..___- 855, 600 78, 200 | 23, 100 95, 400 658, 900 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contributions) 15, 400, 000 993, 100 | 346, 800 1, 614, 700 12, 445, 400 
Undistributed cost (construction facilities) | .......-- Fait | 6, 000 i (—) 6, 000 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contributors) - 15, 400, 000 993, 100 352, 800 1,614,700 | 12, 439, 400 
Undelivered orders..............--- 2, 800 47, 200 _ 350, 000 — 400, 000 
Total obligations. - ‘ ree eps 995, 900 | 400, 000 1, 964, 700 12, 039, 400 
Federal funds: | 
i ce 14, 000, 000 993, 100 352,800 | 1,314,700 11, 339, 400 
Undelivered orders.................... ae 2, 800 47, 200 350, 000 400, 000 
Total obligations.._..........- Jee we 995,900 | 400,000 | 1, 664, 700 | 10,939, 400 
——— SO | = = 
Non-Federal contributions: : 
OWEN Wis banda cain 3 cdnecaneuedeceatans BRR TRO iii weedanddedasanace 300, 000 1, 100, 000 
Total obligations. ...........-.-..--- i eS ee ae cosas 300,000 | 1, 100, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING es Diet ome’ a a ote des, T 


| 

| 

Federal funds: 
PO RNIID. is cncancidenadapsyocenees Sgeretneregialatad 2, 560, 600 | 
Unobligated carryover prior 3 year 


Total funds available for obligation__|_..........- BERETS | 1, 564, 7 
Appropriations required__..........._-.|_..- 


ebvnnodngieadels lisiteesaaee 500, 000 10, 939, , 400 


Non-Federal contributions: Contributions | 











ES ee ih ephtitichicdiend ee |---- wats Libs teetitnteta enacts 300, 000 1, 100, 000 
Memorandum on non-Federal funds: | 
Dam: | | 

Earthen embankment. ...........- COORD bbis.n lb ntninghlitccintentbbakaeb, 900, 000 

gE aE 500, 000 > 300, 000 200, 000 


Mr. Cannon. This is a restart? 

General Sreman. This was a new start. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the nature of this project? 

General Seeman. This is a reservoir on the Guadalupe River 
Basin. It was a new construction start in fiscal 1956, sir. It has 
been delayed due to adjudication of water rights and contests between 
various users as between the city of San Antonio and the Guadalupe- 
Blanco Authority which is the local sponsor. Those have now been 
resolved. We have been delayed in ole yertising and awarding certain 
elements wake this year but we are ready to proceed now. 

Mr. Cannon. You now have the green light? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. 
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LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Taper. I have a question on the Canyon Reservoir. 

You have had increases and decreases and all that sort of thing 
all over the lot on it and half the usable storage is allocated te conserva- 
tion storage. How much of the project will the local interests be re- 
quired to pay? 

General SzemMan. They are required by the terms of the authoriz- 
ing legislation to contribute not less than $1,400,000 in cash and to 
contribute the full share as determined in our cost allocation for the 
conservation water. 

Mr. Taser. You show flood-control storage, 346,400 acre-feet, and 
conservation storage, 366,400 acre-feet, indicating that over half of 
the job is a local conservation job rather than a flood control job. 
That sounds pretty strong. 

General Srrman. The cost allocation is not necessarily compara- 
tive to the storage available in the reservoir. It depends upon how 
often that storage is filled. The benefits actually for flood control 
are approximately 2 to 1 over water conservation on an annual basis. 
Our contract with the Guadalupe-Blanco provides they shall pay up 
to 43 percent of the estimated cost of this structure. 

Mr. Taser. 43 percent. That would be more than $1,400,000. 

General SrEMAN. Yes, sir; that is only their cash contribution, 
Mr. Taber. 

Mr. Taser. Where would the rest of it come from? 

General Seeman. The rest of it will come when we make the cost 
allocation and get the contract bids and determine the exact cost. 
Then there is a little sliding element in here because of the possibility 
of leakage. We had to work out an agreement where we will make an 
equitable distribution of the responsibility for leakage in the area. 

Mr. Taser. You mean the ground is not very solid underneath? 

General SzeMAN. Yes, sir, there is a possibility of porous limestone 
in this area of Texas. 

Mr. Taner. Is it going to be worthwhile putting up the project? 

General Sreman. Yes, sir; we feel so. We have drilled. 

Mr. Taser. Do you think you can make it a tight job? 

General Srpman. We think so. That was one of the parts of the 
contest between the city of San Antonio, which is in an adjacent 
drainage area from the Guadalupe-Blanco Authority. They feel it 
will be more tight than some geologists have indicated. 

Mr. Taper. It looks kind of like this is a pretty rough sort of 
project. 

That is all. 


SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. For the San Antonio Channel Improvement, there 
is $1 million. Insert pages 85a through 92. 
(The pages are as follows:) 








— ow 


1e 
it 
it 


of 


re 


“ore 


803 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


San ANTONIO CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, TEXAS 




























(Continuing) 
Dies COUMALS.... . . 6 0.5 5 neces meee Elly Aelia binds weed $1, 000, 000 
EEA are BASE ER CT ek chai a a ee es ae 1, 000, 000 
Encrease in budget estimate... caine ne ices k eta nt None 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Initiation of relocation of railroad bridges over San Pedro 
| Re ae EL Se $7, 000 $7,000 0 
Completion of excavation of San Antonio River Channel 
IE Ri sctias sin tlscntsinage noun tke sesinth sideegs eve edinciaasaeaeh aan ciadbiemaiiah meets | 567, 300 567, 300 0 
Initiation of excavation, walls, and paving of San Pedro Creek | 
SEE Mics cnct oncn viléacsinccctbbetbdtadesasthidiinaaeneh . 200, 000 0 
Engineering and design f 160, 000 0 
Supervision and administration. 65, 700 0 
IRs instead ndh nies diate aatae ee iaestnaee abel 1, 000, 000 0 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
SD MGs sc ocmcencktaancocdécdduceudineaasigiyeionncddetiaaasal June 1967.........- June 1965. 
<i jn ddtuntlingukaseleytn édacweeaibhid Rbinadddaanbetadilldens Mae (PUhtiicaackaeten Do. 
Channels: 
See RIOT DERG’ COU en ne cunacomanbg March 1959_....._- March 1959, 
er UNS TRIVOR CIGD) odd coe cccnnctdcesnddebesccueek March 1967-........ March 1965. 
rt ONE ono. 5 decacdsecedcdntekhlebaaeddbbanne June 1965.......... December 1964, 
I cris ntsinicrcensmiidicieiin dpriaiatiitedinansbbcnidinietiabte saad February 1962.....; February 1962. 
PEE TE «ncn caniecanenanpednansacntanégaiiinanadamirgias October 1962_-..... October 1962. 
END SOG Ss cnn cc ncbaedededabancsaacntcesidiusagectined June 1965.........- December 1964, 





Location.—Local protection for San Antonio, Bexar County, Tex., along the 
San Antonio River and San Pedro, Apache, Alazan, and Martinez Creeks, 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.25 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
EE ee ee ee ee ee Bt I 
RN a | NE Mic ttintivaccnens 
PIN, ce citaius acieicdeonsre te 1etiatin cacy tnbietncn wren nigihnthileidiéetiea mada alas BI Ch iiicicrtecsdieireneen 
Other costs_____--- ce it 4 i amt ican a tik oh ata haha ss tlcietea tie 
ee ney IND Wn hd od < dacwdsesn de dna ke <ctuceedblndodoesusdal SRE Bovicdicncatannas 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957___...........-- ania ag debate nsainisinansbiiceatee Gis GP feta dns 
pO ae ee ae eae ae NE Tic chincdndipmanien 
a 2 2 eked iad aimndiceivermvinia as imsiioea ade aaeconaiaeaenem 1, 190, 000 8 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__...................-.-.-..- -~ 1, 000, 000 14 


Balance to.complete after fiscal year 1959_.............-.........-.....-.-- BE Ge Ban stencttnse. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Improvement 11.6 miles along San Antonio River. 
Improvement 5.0 miles along San Pedro Creek. 
Improvement 3.4 miles along Apache Creek. 
Improvement 4.3 miles along Alazan Creek. 
Improvement 6.7 miles along Martinez Creek. 
Relocations: 
3 Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railway bridges. 
5 Temiskaming & Northern Ontario Railway bridges. 
2 Missouri Pacific Railway bridges. 
1 TTC bridge. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent 
complete 
OI nn wp ee anos abies wipe Ek Ss Meals Ma ells a ea dk 2 
San Antonio River unit 1..........._.....-- ag Ti he ak ie 6 
Completion schedule: 
IIR i Sb aires al oe a oe te iy oe dk wotteaen June 1967. 
Channels: 
San Antonio river (initial) ______-_- ccieedascadicccts ci Seanad ead March 1959. 
pam Anmtome River final)... .. .. 0... en cnocackencce March 1967. 
ee eee oO code eo eee es Stee ieee June 1965. 
REET ocie bain da So eeS ccLbee si wa ceeceebees February 1962. 
ea ak as ee en October 1962. 
I nn nn ot meaneaain & etapa June 1965. 
PN SRNODE os 5S Cooks Khon ee akageendecens ase accwetne June 1967. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The improvements will give a high degree of protection to the metropolitan 
area of San Antonio (third largest city in Texas with a population of 565,000), 
which has been subject to disastrous floods and heavy loss of life in the past. 
Approximately 2,685 acres of urban land are subject to flooding in the stream 
reaches in San Antonio, and the total value of all property therein is estimated at 
about $135 million. The population in the flooded area is estimated at 21,800, 
and there are approximately 23,400 persons employed in the area. A recurrence 
of the maximum flood of record (1921) under the present state of development 
would result in damages estimated to be about $7,365,500. The last serious 
flood occurred during April-May 1957 and caused damages amounting to approxi- 
mately $3,450,000. In addition to the high degree of flood protection afforded 
by the project, it will also provide adequate outfalls for the future storm-sewer 
system now being planned by the city. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1 million will be applied to: 


Initiation of relocation of railroad bridges over San Pedro Creek 


IN ae eh ra ae es a eis ae ee ee eae $7, 000 
Completion of excavation of San Antonio River Channel (Unit 1)_- 567, 300 
Initiation of excavation, walls and paving of San Pedro Creek 

eee Bd oe Le eS ew beeen Saws 200, 000 
I i 160, 000 
Supervision and administration__-__-_ set iD te ile tsa ak nee avec. csaal cabana 65, 700 

Nc os cnet Sppmohpoiata ak ok ead Aegina 1, 000, 000 


The channel excavation proposed will provide immediate benefits to areas sub- 
ject to flooding in the units 1, 2, and 8 reaches. The funds requested for fiscal 
year 1959 are considered to be the minimum required for orderly progress of 
work during the budget year. 

Non-Federal costs ——The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $9,545,000 broken down as 
follows: 


ne te tala a balms Cun darwingewam $2, 930, 400 
Relocation of dams and channel rectification. _..........-.------- 484, 000 
Relocation of highway bridges----_---- ii aiinn andbaber eines ek omcinenaanacel aaa ss 4, 315, 800 
i sc ahi nes WA Ocean tak a ip arc lcs STS 1, 394, 800 
Cash contribution (for enhancement benefits)__..........._-__ _- 420, 000 

Is cs sich tind access essing aaa eae abate ile 9, 545, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $25,000. 
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In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of $4,555,000 
for channel excavation and construction of Olmos Dam prior to initiation of the 
authorized Federal project. Olmos Dam is a flood-control detention reservoir 
with no permanent storage. It was constructed during 1925-26 at a cost of ap- 
proximately $1,575,000. The dam will continue to operate as an integral part 
of the San Antonio Channel improvement project. Approximately $100,000 was 
expended on channel-improvement work during fiscal year 1957. 

Status of local cooperation.—The San Antonio River Authority, a duly author- 
ized State agency, by an ordinance passed on February 28, 1956, has agreed 
formally to comply with all the requirements of local cooperation. The citizens 
of San Antonio on January 10, 1956, authorized the issuance of $10 million in 
revenue bonds by the San Antonio River Authority. To date, approximately 
$2 million in revenue bonds have been sold, and the next bond sale is scheduled 
early in 1958. 

The initial portion of the cash contribution required of local interests has been 
programed for fiscal year 1959 and it is anticipated that it can be made available 
as scheduled. Rights-of-way for fiscal year 1958 and fiscal year 1959 construction 
have been acquired. Local interests are also maintaining satisfactory progress 
on the planning of the construction to be accomplished by them. 

Comparisons of Federal cost estimate-—The Federal cost estimate of $15,380,000 
is an inerease of $680,000 from the latest estimate ($14,700,000) submitted to 
Congress. Of this increase, $652,100 is applicable to price level rise, and $82,300 
due to reanalysis of engineering and design and supervision and administration 
costs to provide for the contribution to the retirement fund, all of which is partially 
offset by a minor decrease of $54,400 in relocations based on final negotiations. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

I oS i ia neeeenitelaehnainadilinabianl ON TB isan Bicctentainait =e 7,000 | $409,100 
tile a ag oe mine baicpea ii etil Be OE Oe Ricdcncaneens $759, 700 817, 300 11, 935, 300 
Engineering and design.................... 945, 900 $197, 400 155, 800 160, 000 432, 700 
Supervision and administration............ 925, 700 12, 600 64, 500 65, 700 782, 900 
and non-Federal contributions) -....| 15, 800, 000 210, 000 980,000 | 1,050,000 | 13, 560,000 
CEI ONG GOR is dicts ccntdtictocmncne Fs caansnesschipinnainnleilpetapsanseinedecespethinng eattekdbidania aiaicatad ae aataibte aisateilidedaa iis 


Total applied cost (Federal funds | 
Total project cost (Federal funds | 

















: and non-Federal] contributions) ..._| 15, 800, 000 210, 000 980, 000 1, 050, 000 13, 560, 000 
IID 6 inccnniencetdguuststendinecddbaasena 1, 300 —1, 300 100,000 | —100, 000 
 sinitnpennaiate siaeinsientiataes engineageacentionanne isniiaenaiesensteeeniesssstitsipaeeii 
"Tele AERGIUE. 6.ccisveciniosdsasktasteianan 211, 300 978, 7 1,150,000 | 13, 460,00 
Federal funds: 
IG ivciniccsdudtgendaddieeinedanine 15, 380, 000 210, 000 980, 000 900, 000 13, 290, 000 
Ia OUI  cicksisecnnescinissciiedaenntndenccn 1, 300 —1, 300 100, 000 — 100, 000 
INN nu. sncinegds Siantaidllind i taiieinl ashibniaiuieinatiain 211, 300 978,700 | 1,000,000 | 13, 190,000 
Non-Federa! contributions: 
AS as tisin sethcthisnntnited otic bade Ch ee er! Se eee 150, 000 270, 000 
ey BOs cc ccdiscncétttitecitbinccstndnesdhbistesdatebiantanteiannianlaedadah 
TORE, o tinetbirbn icdicceddedubansscteneasmaceneialonbesuaiad 150, 000 270, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds: 
Gao. d ce cttdtcnitgiinttibectdkefacwecdusidean 915, 000 GRD, CBD ho ccicp ces ictssfimcescanisen 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_|...........- i Cl lcticrnaningeelncans »st-anakteadinanenniad 
Unobligated carryover prior year._....|........---- sient baad EE Bassa ouettnn | 100, 000 
Total funds available for obligation__}_..........- RES pee GR FOO Fitts état etcetbiinne 
Anperopriations required........<......~<)....ccceceoclcnoncenacnas ih et __...| 1,000,000 | 13, 190, 000 
Non-Federal contributions: 
CGS ciet.cndecdmatiiniakndtiinnbeagpinevnmiukiddeamciadinnianenis tans hiaemadhes 
Sens RR NUT CRNDD WO ool ann scncaabusieesivalpesalanadeuenddiion sli issn calla eae iiaaai 
Total funds available for obligation..|_...........}......-...-.]-.-.-...-..- Rls aad Sasi dacsnariaeital 
OUTS POE 5 a iienictecctirani ain ctcechbb Re inatetindneadiini apie | 150, 000 270, 000 


Memorandum on non-Federal . funds: 
Channels 
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Mr. Cannon. What is the status of the local contribution on that 
proposition? 

General Sreman. The local participation in this project is a total 
of $9,545,000 compared to the Federal cost of $15,380,000. 

Mr. Cannon. There is general agreement on the local contribu- 
tion? 

General Szeman. Yes, sir; this is one of those local protection 
projects where we have to work very closely with them. They have 
had some delays in their property acquisition. Some old cemeteries 
have given trouble. 

Mr. Cannon. You are ready to go now? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. 


WACO RESERVOIR, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. On the Waco Reservoir there is $1 million. Insert 
pages 93a through 99. 
(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Waco Reservoir, TEx. 


(Continuing) 
es. a od tone en amoeba oaacnmamen $1, 000, 000 
I a ss ks ch es gyn woh Dlilbsie & a ge 1, 000, 000 
i as ik Lin ms al beeen ares aoe None 


The increase will be applied as follows: 











' 1959 budget Revised Increase 

| estimate 
Continuation of land acquisition.................-......--...- | $650, 000 | $650, 000 | 0 
Initiation of outlet works. .............- acuth manned eben mind 150, 000 | 150, 000 0 
ne SN ne ee | 2, 000 | 2, 000 0 
Installation of stream gage and evaporation gages___.......... 6, 100 6, 100 0 
INN oS aol eectmubbcubebda’ 158, 000 | 158, 000 | 0 
Supervision and administration..__-__- tented iced cnhitniediniaie 33, 900 | 33, 900 | 0 


ih thsitiavninmaganeencchsacecunbachansasunnameen | 1,000,000} = 1, 000, 000 0 


Revised completion schedule 


' 
1959 budget Revised estimate 





Entire project...................- inl gle Sc i a a aa June 1968.........- June 1967, 
a car clea Sifeiaiicmnncninrnandiend Sibeaireeivenanaeninn SUMS 1906 ...cicaice June 1965. 
EES sucrndljesanintasighentaaisjeas had aabematindiog .---| June 1964_-........ June 1963. 
Start dam closure__...........- s paccileieintadecsinipiendihanipnnseauliiamali August 1964._..._- August 1963. 
Complete dam closure_._...........-......-..--..-..-.-.-..-----| March 1965........| March 1964. 





a nd essen maibilibaiaediietianiol June 1968.......... | June 1967. 


Location and description.—The project is located on the Bosque River, 4.6 
miles above its confluence with the Brazos River at the city of Waco, McLennan 
County, Tex. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.28 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 








Amount percent of , 
estimated 

Federal cost 
ene OOGGIGs CURE i sins snagumaceppemnese Maat veerell $39, 750, 000).............. as 
ET DINE GUNG QUO once cou ceccccncesccsceeneceimaweabneenaccagecdua EE sre cmanenadnn en 
I cic snsasciceresix cota coh sp crew bch ws wes he atid elaine cdadiheaaaial 1250, 000}... ..0 225.555. 
Osis 6a Fo ti eisai ees det in ndintidsno duds inrnkensghbccce 
Er GUNNOE STORONS CONE nn cencnjuenscdnccudinetnnseseeeendeienedinan’ 40, 000, 000). ........-.-.-.- 
Appudrtasiéns to Fatie 9, 10GT i352... eee eS Re 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958.................---...-....-----..----.-- MERGED bpinivetapsinaeo 
ATOTT AOTE 3O DOB 0 ion knngsedeNRE dnc snnwannccnceceqesenta 450, 000 1 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_............---------.-------- 1, 000, 000 4 
B ce to complete after fiscal year 1959................--.--------.------- 38, 300, 000 |...........-.... 





1 Local interests are required to reimburse the Federal Government for water supply storage. The amount 
of $250,000 represents the amount approved by Congress for acceptance as an advance to start construction. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earthfill. 
Height: 140 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Length: 16,510 feet (including a gravity type concrete nonoverflow section 
678 feet long, outlet works, and spillway). 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
pecee Gotrel 2 sc nes. Lew ed. aused ad Dh bali LE Ses 553, 300 
GConperyalietiiciicivl: .. moveus eciccl indducsi wlLeiwataieshs 104, 100 
Bodine tions 13 is ck ccd Ad cei yl casos 74, 900 

MOO ieisbsd aos. le dee beams cullhe Geleeece EL 732, 300 

Spillway: 


Type: Gate controlled ogee-type 664 feet in length. 
Design capacity: 622,900 cubic feet per second. 
Status (January 1, 1958): Construction not yet initiated. 

Completion schedule: 


I irr tines tinh i'd & eae dbicinniiakte at June 1968. 
ORE DANN 5d. oh ate 5 sedis cand atnsee June 1966. 
OREN Sti ke wee a kw pe See ee ee June 1964. 
INI UD ee ee bina August 1964. 
Rees CLG CHOSE, gs os 5 Sau zoids March 1965. 
Pent eetaees Te igtes. . weet oS ed aie BS June 1968. 

JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide a high degree of protection to the city of Waco from 
destructive floods originating on the Bosque River watershed, and protection in 
varying degree to about 1,187,000 acres of land in the flood plain of the Brazos 
River downstream from Waco. The last serious flood occurred during April- 
June 1957, and caused damages amounting to approximately $19,895,000. The 
project is planned to develop the full potential of the site. The project will also 
provide an adequate municipal water supply for the city of Waco, which is 
critically needed, and possibly additional conservation storage for other purposes. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1 million will be applied to: © 


Continuation of land acquisition... .-.........-........-.-..-..- $650, 000 
Initiation of outlet works__..__.........-_--- owen ite esd we Sires 150, 000 
ee ep eee ee eres 2, 000 
Installation of stream gage and evaporation gages___..........._-- 6, 100 
Engineering and design_______--- oi ap Da i Saves Ag LRA Tk di 158, 000 
Supervision and administration ____--_--_- an tele what Ware teen taunt ewe 33, 900 

Os as a a aa eh a dk a en et aac 1, 000, 000 
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Non-Federal cost.—Local interests must grant to the United States perpetual 
flowage easements over all lands comprising the existing Waco Reservoir and 
appurtenances now controlled by the city of Waco, the power to control and limit 
development. including improvements existing on the Waco Dam, the reservoir 
lands, and appurtenances, the right to breach the existing Waco Dam in return 
for replacement of the storage in the existing Waco Reservoir by an equivalent 
amount of storage in the new reservoir, and reimburse the Federal Government 
for the allocated cost of providing conservation storage required for water supply 
purposes. 

Based on contract negotiations to date, the estimated cost to local interests is 
$5,871,050, to be repaid over a 50-year period. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Brazos River Authority, a State agency, has 
indicated its willingness to cooperate fully in the requirements of local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current total cost estimate of $40 
million is an increase of $2,300,000 over the latest estimate ($37,700,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. (The increase of $2,300,000 results from the following: 
increase of $6,606,000 in lands based on latest field gross appraisal,) completed 
during October 1957, reflecting increase in acreage necessary to develop fully 
potentials of the site, changes in land use, and latest development in the area; 
addition of $400,000 for recreation facilities; increase of $1,530,500 due to the 
price level rise; decrease of $709,800 in relocations based on latest field investiga- 
tions and engineering studies, and review of latest preliminary estimates sub- 
mitted by the highway department and private utility companies; decrease of 
$5,476,500 in other major construction items based on more detailed design 
studies; and decrease of $50,200 in engineering and design and in supervision and 
administration based on reanalysis of requirements. (A part of the total cost 
estimate of $40 million will be borne by local interests as a reimbursement for 
water supply storage to be provided by the project. The reimbursement required 
has not yet been finally determined. A Federal cost estimate of $39,750,000 is 
reported under the summarized financial data and on the summary construction 
program (PB-1), in recognition of the proposed use of non-Federal funds in the 
amount of $250,000 to be advanced by local interests in fiscal year 1958 to initiate 
construction.) 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 














} 
| 
Project Totalto | Current | Budget | Balance to 
Feature cost June 30, fiscal year | fiscal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 | after fiscal 
| | year 1959 
| 
(a) ®@ | @® | @ (5) (6) 
| | 
As SUN GIO... 2. ecccccnccnsocnen $12, 350, 000 $11, 100 $140, 000 $201, 500 | $11, 997, 400 
NS eS. bec cn acasuemakunne CET Baba Leinaia.nnapitansheneantaamianookenek 5, 252, 000 
hd ca id een chiemibt EY Liisiniicn tn tabinleiien talbumen ina beaismemmaiiiis 578, 000 
te TREES saooe iidtteonsneaios Big SE nccpenieen ast ogposeeennt 225,000 | 17,411,000 
DE RDAs intdenmblidecdete wtigiot 10, i dit ivtia ode Romie bh apiense Laake ein be wake 10, 
Recreation facilities.....................-.-- OOD Ai nctdctdan sci eck esentrlenbooeiena 400, 000 
Buildings, grounds and utilities. .........- BO Oe Lieb ncdangusthh-canbess~e aaa tacts ; 158, 400 
Permanent operating equipment .-._---- 34, pnd sacinliciemennsigemmaiee ea 6, 100 , 900 
Engineering and design................--..- 1, 500, 000 209, 000 173, 800 173, 000 944, 200 
Supervision and administration... ......-- 2, 081, 000 15, 300 11, 300 33, 900 2, 020, 500 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federa! contributions) ..._| 40,000, 000 = 400 325, 100 , 500 


Undistributed cost ....-.....-..--.-... Satie 





Total project cost (Federal funds 

and non-Federal contributions). -.-.} 40,000, 000 235, 400 325, 100 639, 500 | 38, 800, 000 
Pending adjustments. _-_...............-- eacsnaaniees acl AG brs icinsc ER natmsdepeteinesnecenbete 
Total costs (Federal fundsand non- 
Federal contributions).............| 40,000, 000 235, 400 325, 100 639, 500 

i cn on rtnednaddemunaesbedls 10, 600 113, 900 375, 500 


DD <> seine cuetdncss penccaetdece 246, 000 | 439,000 | 1,015, 000 








38, 300, 000 
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Summarp construction.program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959—Continued 


Total to Current Bade Sp. Balance to 





Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 after fiscal ; 
year 1959 
(1) @) (3) (4) (6) 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds: 
FN EE EE A, REL $300, 000 NOES Bavineecns 42clasteketenses 
Unobligated carryover prior year._....|-...........}.-.--.-.-.-- 54,000 | $15,000 j.........22. 
ina funds available f for pt ee ee ee NS eet eee , 2 RN ont ero 
RUMI Sabi on Baa ncusinns obauibincs<atdebhe dik ake $38, 300, 000 
Noo‘ wderal quutributiens: 
A eS a oe inka dd ceeeaen aaa EE Emttccaic oa cedetcueanbaes 
Total funds available for obligation... _|............}.......--.-. OE ee MEE oe Lad. 
Memorandum on non-Federal funds: 
Lands and damages. .--..............-- GOTT, GIP fined cinta 1, Se 3 EN... 
ei Des < os cnllchc-pragepnah ccheioindaoniainiaes EE Rikki cisco ae datalara aac 
Federal a 
bias bon cb sédikiccd canesneae 39, 750, 000 235, 400 199, 600 38, 800, 000 
Undelivered ek ii 5 ca vccavtecsintabaadentl 10, —10, 600 — 500, 000 
Total obligations- --.__.- D  cmnmieted dll Seite alinaelal 246, 000 189, 000 38, 300, 000 
Non- 7 contributions: 
cts ie bith amen eb ine sister ; | eee 125,500 | 124,500 j............ 
Undelivered OR a nh can cack kneel bb Beebe 124,500 | —124, 500 |_......-..-. 





INCREASE IN LAND COSTS 


Mr. Cannon. Here there has been an incredible increase, General’ 
Seeman, of $6,606,000 in land costs on this project. How can that’ 


possibly be justified? 
General Sreman. This is fairly close to the metropolitan limits of 
the city of Waco, Mr. Chairman, and there has been 





Mr. Cannon. The total estimate is $12,350,000. Your increase’ 


is practically 50 percent of the total estimate. You say it is for land 
cost only. 
General Seeman. On Waco, our estimated cost of the overall 


project last year, which we presented to you, was $37.7 million. It is’ 


now $39.75 million, approximately a $2 million increase. Compared to 
the increase in land cost of our estimate, we have had a decrease i in’ 
relocations estimate. 

Mr. Cannon. It says very plainly: 

The increase of $2,300,000 results from the re Increase of $6,606,000 
in lands based on latest field gross appraisal, * * 

General Sreman. There has been a amend in cost of relocations 
and decrease of $5,476,500 in other major construction items. 

Mr. Cannon. How do you account for an increase of $6,606,000 in 
Jand costs? 

General Szeman. We have made further estimates on our real 
estate, and it is in an area very close to the municipal airport, and 
there has been much real-estate development in that area. 

Mr. Cannon. You did not give much time, study, and investigation 
to that estimate. You must have, offhand, made an estimate, because 
missing the mark by that wide margin seems incredible. 

General Szeman. There has been, also, in this project, Mr. Chair- 
man, an increase in the capacity of the reservoir due to our further 
studies. 

Mr. Cannon. Gentlemen, are there any further questions? 








Nie 
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WATER-SUPPLY BENEFITS * 


Mr. Taser. You have a great lot of local water-supply benefits 
there, have you not? 

General Sreman. The conservation pool in this reservoir is 104,000 
acre-feet. 

Mr. Taser. Does that cover your whole water-supply cost? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. That is the share which the Brazos 
River Authority will contribute to the cost of the project. We have 
an estimate, and we have now a signed contract which the Secretary 
of the Army has approved. The current estimate of what the local 
authority will contribute is $5,871,000. 

Mr. Taser. It does not say that. 

General SremMan. We did not have that at the time we made this 
up. 

Mr. Taser. Do you not think we should let this thing go aside 
until we know what it is all about? You were not telling us that. 

General Seeman. That is right, Mr. Taber. Up to last year, we 
had not proceeded far enough to be able to come up with this. The 
local interests came in and asked to contribute $250,000 to start 
construction. The committee said they had no objection to that. 

Mr. Taser. You have a cost, overall, of $38 million here. If we 
go to work and appropriate the money with the idea that we have to 
come up to that, even though the current appropriation is not big, 
comparatively, we are going to be in trouble. I do not see how we 
can do business that way. 

General Szreman. That is a consideration that is very serious. 
Starting projects is one part of the question. . Keeping up the pay- 
ments on the costs during the heavy construction years, added up 
over the whole country, is a terrific problem. 

Mr. Taser. We are going to be in trouble if we attempt to go 
ahead with this thing on any such statement as we have so far, 

Mr. JensEN. How much did you say local interests have agreed 
to contribute? 

General Szreman. We have a contract which is worded to depend 
upon final determined costs, as our construction is actually costed 
rather than estimated. Our present estimate of their share is 
$5,871,000. 

‘Mr. JenseN. Have they agreed to that? 

General Sreman. We have a signed contract approved now by the 
Secretary of the Army just within the last 2 weeks, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Why did you not tell us that when you started the 
thing going? ; 

General Sreman. We did not have that information last year, when 
these sheets were actually made up for the committee. 

Mr. JensEN. You can furnish a copy of that contract, can you? 

General SremMan. We could, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, I think we should see a copy of that 
contract. 

Mr. Cannon. Please supply a copy of that contract to the clerk. 


ADJUSTMENTS IN ESTIMATED COSTS 


Mr. Maenuson. General, you ran into a land cost $6,606,000 more 
than you estimated? 
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General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. It seems quite fortuitous to me that you were 
then able to find decreases in major construction items which almost 
balance that, $5,476,000. It almost suggests the Engineers said we 
cannot have this kind of increase. We have to find some decreases 
somewhere and revise the whole plan in order to try to balance off the 
increased cost of land. 

Are your plans that flexible in these projects? 

General Speman. There is that possibility. However, as we pro- 
ceed from one stage to the next in the plan we always get more 
definite information. This is one of the reasons why in the early 
stages of project formulation we must have a higher element for 
flexibility or higher contingencies. In the authorizing stage before 
we make any great expenditures of money for foundations, land 
surveys, et cetera, contingencies will be about 20 percent. As we 
go further down the line we reduce those until after the actual contract 
award our contingency amount will be only 5 percent. Sometimes 
the changes will be absorbed within that bracket and sometimes they 
will not. These are various elements that have now been resolved 
in this second year of the preconstruction planning phase. 

Mr. Maenvuson. Of course, it is most unfortunate land is going 
to cost so much more than originally estimated and it is also a ver 
good thing you have been able to make these other economies which 
reduced the other construction items by approximately $5.5 million. 
It does look a little strange that you are able to do this in specifically 
the project where you all of a sudden are hit with the $6 million 
increase in land cost. It just makes me wonder if maybe we could 
not find economies like this in a lot of projects if we really felt it was 
necessary in order to justify them. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


M’GEE BEND RESERVOIR, TEX, 


Mr. Cannon. For the McGee Bend Reservoir, there is $4.5 million. 
Insert pages 100a through 106. 
(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION GENERAL—MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


McGee Benp ReEsERVOIR, TEX. 














(Continuing) 
A Ray fe pl aay eae S Sao ce ee $4, 500, 000 
Revised estimate _ _ __- Se eee) ee ree St ee Ca ee 4, 500, 000 
Increase in budget estimate__--_-_ nes heen teens ene ere ee eee ees None 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue acquisition of lands. ...................------------- $1, 320, 000 $1, 320, 000 0 
eS ee sntinsieceanknncieias 2, 249, 100 2, 249, 100 0 
Complete construction of spillway - .-.--- napintas emclieneseieial ae | 133, 400 133, 400 0 
Engineering and design nocincanatiqhwen=anggntnaamenail 590, 000 590, 000 0 
Supervision and administration-. -- con ee EE 7, 500 207, 500 0 
DON es: caiabtcidingpacuenindarcibiieiasnaae | 4,500,000 | 4, 500, 000 0 
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Revised completion schedule 





| 








1950 budget Revised estimate 
SE cdocerekbwatnasadacdabdbiccsinesccnccckssasonsthel June 1967_......... June 1967. 
So co eeal abeeiebboanpinnnge hinge | June 1965.........- June 1965, 
eng Bi nck cetraiaa-vadecatieddancmhéemuaeewnt December 1964._..| December 1964. 
ee nan wee entgudbnesaswnannibanaciaeee March 1964_....... March 1964. 


Power on line (2 units—22,500 kilowatts each) -...............-.. send December 1964 - December 1964. 


.. Leocation.—On the Angelina River, 25.2 miles above its confluence with the 
Neches River, 10 miles northwest of Jasper, Tex. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio: 1.79 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 








= 
| Accumulated 
| Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
ve 
Fstimated Federal cost henete installation) _... ..| $50,000, 000 ” 
Estimated non-Federal cost. fa 3, 000, 000 
Cash contributions-_._............-.-.- er t } cae 
ec eiwagciedsennnndne ee 0 
Total estimated project cost. - are ‘ ji) CRON Bae ok 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957___- se | 6, 207, 000 an ‘ 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 _ - - - ' 220, 000 whee attin 
Appropriations to date-- ---- ; : 6, 427, 000 r 13 
Soot pape requested for fiscal year 1959 i” 4, 500, 000 | 22 
nce to complete after fiscal year 1959__.....__._..__-- -| 39,073, 000 |---- 


' 





i In addition, local interests have stated that they will contribute an additional $10,000,000 at the rate of 
$200,000 annually for a period of 50 years after completion of the project. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth fill. 
Height: 128 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Length: 17,230 feet (including 2 saddle dikes totaling 3,790 feet, 1,365-foot 
section including outlet works and power intake, and 775-foot spillway 


dikes). 

Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Flood control _ - -- 1, 148, 900 
Power__. 1, 383, 500 
Sediment and head _ - 1, 508, 400 

Co =s 4, 040, 800 

Spillway: 

Type: Uncontrolled broad-crested type 2,200 feet in length. 

Design capacity: (maximum pool) 125,300 cubic feet per second. 
Power installation: 

Ultimate: 2 units, at 22,500 kilowatts; 45,000 kilowatts. 

Presently planned: 2 units, at 22,500 kilowatts, 45,000 kilowatts 

Nominal head: 64 feet. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1958): Entire project: 5 percent. 

Completion schedule: 

Entire project__.......-- : June 1967. 
Land acquisition _ _ _ - June 1965. 
Relocations _- _- December 1964. 
Start dam closure__-_. a April 1963. 
Complete dam closure March 1964. 


Power on line (2 units 22,500 kilowatts each) December 1964. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


During World War II the Beaumont-Port Arthur area established itself as an 
important center for industries, and its growth and development for such industries 
has continued during the period since the war. With the increase in withdrawals 
of water at the intakes above Beaumont, salt water has advanced up the river to 
such an extent that, during periods of low flow, the water supply in the area is 
endangered and acute shortage of usable water results. The McGee Bend Reser- 
voir project will provide an assured water supply for present and future demands 
for municipal and industrial use in the Beaumont-Port Arthur area. The assured 
water supply will also permit full development of lands suitable for riee culture in 
the lower Neches River Valley. The minimum flow that will be provided by the 
McGee Bend project not only will meet the present needs for water but also meet 
the prospective increase in requirements resulting from the further growth of the 
communities and industries and the expansion of agriculture that is certain to 
occur when additional water becomes available. The project will provide a reason- 
able degree of control over floods in the lower Neches River Valley, thereby 
reducing damages to agricultural lands, bridges, transportation facilities, and the 
city of Beaumont. The project will be beneficial to vessel traffic in the improved 
portion of the Neches River by serving to reduce the hazards to navigation due 
to currents that attend large uncontrolled floods. The control of floods also will 
be of value in reducing silting of the channel and turning basin, thereby reducing 
maintenance costs. In addition, the project will reduce pollution of the lower 
river by salt water wastes from the oilfields in the upper reaches of the river. 
Considerable benefits will accrue from the abatement of the pollution nuisance 
caused by sewage discharges at Beaumont, and from betterment of public health 
conditions. The project will provide a substantial amount of hydroelectric power, 
which would be connected to the major distribution systems, for supplemental 
use throughout the southeast, central, or north Texas areas. Studies made by 
the Fort Worth regional office of the Federal Power Commission indicate a need 
for an additional generating capacity in the McGee Bend market area by 1963. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $4,500,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands_-_.............------ 


fates pat, Pa $1, 320, 000 

Ree DONNONNINE oe ee OE Ses Sade 2, 249, 100 
Complete construction of spillway - ...-......-.-..-.-....--.---2 133, 400 
Spe SOC COURIN re 3 asa dng dma es iiawewWenbiawainaine adh 590, 000 
RDO VIGEIT: GI SOMINEIETORIOG oii a | + <n cednsnsonnsee-cdk<*e 207, 500 
Pa. «nd & ais nid < ed ae iy ok ae eee 4, 500, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to contribute toward the first 
cost of the project the sum of $3,000,000. In addition, local interests have stated 
that they will contribute an additional $10,000,000 at the rate of $200,000 annually 
for a period of 50 years after completion of the project. 

Status of local cooperation.—A formal contract with the Lower Neches Valley 
Authority embodying the assurances of local cooperation was approved by the 
Secretary of the Army on January 22, 1957. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimates of 
$50,000,000 is an increase of $1,400,000 from the latest estimate ($48,600,000) 
submitted to Congress. The net increase of $1,400,000 results from an increase 
of $1,182,000 due to price levels, the inclusion of $500,000 for recreation facilities 
and an allowance of $198,000 for contribution to the retirement fund; which were 
partially offset by a reduction of $480,000 resulting from design studies. 







































































Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 
Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
—_——| — | — — 
Lands and damages. ...._........--------- $8, 828, 600 $79,200 | $954, 500 | $1,320,000 | $6, 474, 900 
Ie seicttintiend coptinesssesassancerd 12, 674,300 |............ 1, 437,700 | 1,922, 400 9, 314, 200 
te eee co eninmondind IE Ti ann ctettinnscs dias daliemoninasitied ais See aie ae 1, 098, 000 
re Se acaosomente eee eee 590, 000 158, 400 14, 279, 600 
DEGRA Lokceusen cbuls SSeseu dss re is adh in chin dk eG a ei 8, 347, 400 
 eghidaiiil ienethththbondiicwwmntnne 355, 800 146, 400 167, 400 COO em arecninte 
Ean ad ae etn ecietyni SEMI IIIIE  Tisdnenthi sics'ebecite shai ecsesimeteteh cndageialas eben interna 344, 400 
Recreation facilities_____-_- | DG Wnndccbcdcncd nasa cdeeuacwlavibeden Lau 500, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilitic | 199, 500 |............ 998 NiciiLicd tt 199, 100 
Permanent operating equipment__.-_-....-- | ND litdccrntnanice 5, 000 5, 000 52, 200 
Engineering and design .__._..........-..-- 2, 877, 900 1, 266, 600 519, 600 590, 000 501, 700 
Supervision and administration.....-..... 2, 683, 900 163, 000 227, 700 207, 500 2, 085, 700 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contributions)....| 53, 000, 000 1, 655,200 | 3,902,300 | 4,245,300 43, 197, 200 
Undistributed cost (construction facilities) _|...........-. 4,300 | (—)4,300 |--.----. peddcecas bie 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contributions) ....| 53, 000, 000 | 1,659,500 | 3,898,000 | 4,245, 300 43, 197, 200 
Undelivered orders................---.---. al piden wipicantte | 416, 200 (—)416, 200, 1, 124, 200 | —1, 124, 200 
Total obligations. ................... |------------|_! 4 075, 700 3, 481,800 | 5, 3609, 500 | 42,073, 000 
Federal funds: feet a ee Af are 
ER ey oe ee ne Se 50, 000, 000 | 1, 659, 500 3, 898, 000 4, 245, 300 40, 197, 200 
Weqewveted erders. .........-.---...--.]----<--<--- 416, 200 —416,200 | 1,124,200 | —1, 124, 200 
Total obligations. -.__ a 075, 700 | 3, 481, 800 | 5, 369, 500 | 39, 073, 000 
Non-Federal contributions: | ae ay e eee re . 
Re iianbecncanae | 3,000, 000 ~ Baoan 3, 000, 000 
Total obligations... _...__- 3, 000, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
| | 
Federal funds: Sl 
Appropriations___-__- so-]---- 6, 207, 000 220, 000 |_.._._- soul 
Unobligated carryover pr ior year. -| ae: 4, 131, 300 869, 500 
Total funds available for obligation. | | 000208? 
Appropriations required- : | rs 4, 500, 000 | 39, 073, 000 
Non-Federal contributions: Contributions ’ . pin Whe deo by On 
Sn te oo ds kc bk bck s Sehhis =e | 3, 000, 000 
Memorandum on non-Federal funds: 
Dam. Bi ecikesonekos tbe 2, 000, 000 | 10 wt 2, 000, 000 
Powerplant_...___-__. S wdidbidalle ie 1,000, 000 |........--.- je stdbdbn tees Peden cine. 1, 000, 000 
STATUS OF LITIGATION 
Mr. Cannon. We have had litigation on this project, too. What 


is the legal situation there? 

General Speman. There are two local basin authorities in the 
Neches and Angelina Rivers which have overlapping charters under 
the State. 

Mr. Cannon. Those are local authorities? 

General SzremMan. Yes, sir. One is the Neches River Conservation 
District who are the opponents principally and the other sponsor of 
this project is the Lower Neches Valley Authority. 

Landowners in the area and the Neches River Conservation District 
people did institute suits against the district engineer and myself, 
two separate suits. They were dismissed in the Federal district court 
and they were appealed to the next higher level court in New Orleans. 
They have been dismissed in that court. 


815 


There is a possibility there will be further testimony both pro and 
con on this project. 

Mr. Cannon. You have not yet had complete adjudication of the 
matter? 

General SreMAN. They have publicized in the paper they are going 
to carry further appeals. 

Mr. Cannon. Will that result in delay? 

General SreMan. It could, but we have been in the construction 
stage now for 2 years. We have proceeded on the work. 


UNOBLIGATED FUNDS 


Mr. Cannon. You have used the full amounts requested? 

General SreMAN. No, due to delays encountered, but we made our 
best estimate of the potentialities. 

Mr. Cannon. You are carrying over into 1959 all 1958 appropria- 
tion and some of the 1957 appropriation. You really have a portion 
of 3 years’ appropriations there. 

What assurance can you give us you will use all the money requested 
for 1959? ? 

General SrEMAN. The fact we have been delayed by the litigation 
and the fact that we have been delayed in our expenditure ceilings 
has given us time to get further along in our studies and our pre- 
constructing planning. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you expect to have any runover? 

General S—EEMAN. We expect to have an unobligated carryover at 
the end of this year of $408,900. That, with the money which the 
Congress will make availablbe, we have scheduled and planned an 
economical construction schedule. 

Mr. Cannon. Would we be safe in cutting some of this for 1959? 

General Seeman. I think we have a reasonable schedule, sir. 
There are some interests, of course, which would want us to proceed 
faster. 

Mr. Cannon. Questions, gentlemen? 

Mr. Taser. You show that you have 1,148,000 acre-feet for flood 
_control. This is the place where you have all that timber, is it not? 

General SreMANn. It is timber area. There is the low swamp area 
of hardwoods and then the higher areas where you have the pine. 

Mr. Taser. And the cost of your land is shown as $8,828,000. 
Is that a fair estimate? 

General Seeman. That is our best estimate to date, sir. 

Mr. Taper. Will that take care of buying all those timber resources? 

General SreMAN. Yes, sir; that is our estimate. 


ALLOCATION OF STORAGE CAPACITY 


Mr. Taser. You have 4 million acre-feet altogether. The biggest 
part of that is for sedimentation. Then there is a small amount 
comparatively of about a quarter of the entire thing for flood control 
and about 1,400,000 acre-feet of power. What power do you expect 
to get out of this? 

General SreMaANn. Our installed capacity under the present plan is 
45,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Taser. Do you have any idea that you can use that? 





25230—58—pt. 2 52 
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General Sreman. We have statements from the marketing agency, 
the Southwest Power Administration, on that. 

Mr. Taper. How will you get the water to produce the power? 

General Szeman. The project is designed 

Mr. Taser. It is one of those things that is dry half of the time, 
is it not? 

General Seeman. This is not as dry as the western parts of Texas. 
This is very close to the Louisiana border. 

Mr. Tazser. This is the one where they will supply water for the 
ricefields, is it not? 

General Seeman. Yes, and big petroleum industries there are 
dependent on these water supplies. It is very critical. 

Mr. Taper. With all that business in sight, $3 million of estimated 
non-Federal cost is slim pickings. My information is that there will 
be no power for about 6 months of the ear and that the object of 
this thing is for the municipal water ie and the rice paddy wriga- 
tion business. It seems to me we ought not to get into the municipal 
supply business on any such basis as this, where we have 6 percent of 
the total cost. On the basis of that electric power, when they have a 
dry season there for 6 months they would not have any substantial 

ower. As to the rice paddy business, there should be a reclamation 
enefit to the Government to offset this cost. 

I do not see why this place should be favored more than others. 

General Seeman. The total participation by the Lower Neches 
Authority, and we have a contract for this, is $13 million. They are 
participating with a cash contribution during construction of $3 
million and $200,000 a year for 50 years. 

Mr. Taser. That means about half. 

General Seeman. And they contributed to smaller dam B; which 
you will notice down below on the map. They contributed $2 
million for construction of that when water became very critical 
during the war. 

Mr. Taser. And they were having trouble operating the dam which 
they already have. Does that hold water enough to provide anything 
like the power setup that you show here? I do not like to see the 
Government get into something that ordinary folks would not get 
into on a basis of how it will work out. 

These towns are wealthy towns and this rice paddy business must 
be profitable or they would not want to get into it. 

It seems we ought to have a good deal larger contribution than I 
see here. 

Mr. Cannon. Anything further? 

Mr. Jensen. On this land where they expect to grow rice, as | 
remember it I believe they expect to flood this land with about 2 
feet of water and raise fish there for 2 or 3 years and then raise rice for 
a couple of years, and then flood it again and raise fish? Is that one 
of these kinds of projects? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. I have heard of that possibility. 
Whether or not they will do it here I am not sure, however. 

Mr. JeNsEN. I am not, either, but I know they are doing it in some 
places. It is quite an operation, I understand, and quite profitable. 

Mr. Maenuson. Raise fish? 

Mr. JensEN. Yes, fish and rice. 

Mr. Taser. Did you ever hear of reclamation to raise fish before? 
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Mr. Maenuson. No. 


Mr. JENSEN. They will flood it in 2 or 3 feet of water, and feed these 
fish just as you feed hogs, you know—they know what to feed them— 
and then they will leave them there for 2 or 3 years. 


They will raise a tremendous crop of fish. While they are doing 


that the fish naturally fertilize the land and then they raise rice for 2 or 
3 years. 


Then they will flood it again and raise fish for 2 or 3 years. That is 
a new industry. 


Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 
(Discussion held off the record.) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. Operation and maintenance. The request is 
$6,340,800. Insert pages 107 through 111. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF EsTIMATE 
1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and Harbors.—The budget estimate of $5,505,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on 11 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of main- 
taining the navigation channels and harbors and anchorages of coastal harbors 
and waterways by means of dredging, snagging, operation of navigation structures, 
and repairing harbor jetties; periodic inspections and surveys to determine con- 
ditions of the projects for programming purposes and providing navigation in- 
terests with adequate information on existing channel conditions; all as au- 
thorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. This budget estimate 
ineludes $250,000 of the $2 million provided for in the budget for reduction of 
the hacklog of urgently needed maintenance work. 
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Mr. Cannon. I suppose there are no questions on that. 
We will stand adjourned until tomorrow at 10 o’clock. 


Turspay, Aprin 22, 1958. 


ARKANSAS-WHITE-RED DRAINAGE AREA 


WITNESSES 


BRIG. GEN. L. E. SEEMAN, SOUTHWESTERN DIVISION 


MARSHALL E. BUSH, CHIEF, PROGRAM CONTROL DIVISION, MIS- 
SISSIPPI RIVER COMMISSION 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. We will now take up the Arkansas-White-Red 


drainage area. For general investigations we are requested to provide 
$186,000 for 9 studies. 


We will insert in the 
justifications. 
(The pages referred to follow:) 


record at this point pages 3 and 4 of the 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies— The amount of § 


$30,000 is requested for completion of 
1 report during fiscal year 1959. 





cine hn i Dinan 
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| me Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 
Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
| 1959 1959 year 1959 
so $$$} 
Oklahoma: Arkansas and Red Rivers to Okla- 
eae nS = $50, 000 $20, 000 $30, 000 0 
ONO eth tee Bese 50, 000 x 20, 000 30, 000 0 


a ee | 





(b) Flood-control studies.— The amount of $156,000 is requested for prosecution 


of 8 studies during fiscal year 1959. 
reports and progress on 6 others. 
































This amount will permit completion of 2 
Tentative allocations by studies follow: 








| 
| Totalesti- | Allocation Tentative | Additional 
Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
Colorado: Arkansas River in Colorado. _____-- | 68, 100 3, 700 35, 000 29, 400 
Kansas: } 
Big Hill Creek A | 37, 800 9, 800 15, 000 13, 000 
Verdigris River, Kans. and Okla- | 1 56, 000 21, 000 20, 000 15, 000 
Louisiana: | 
Red River, La., Ark., Okla., and Tex______| 10, 000 5, 000 5, 000 0 
Red River, Lake End-Powhatan_- sa 68, 000 15, 400 10, 000 42, 600 
Oklahoma: Hugo Reservoir. eee? 65, 900 39, 900 26, 000 0 
Texas: 
White Oak and Cypress Creeks 115, 000 42, 000 20, 000 53, 000 
Sanders-Big Pine-Collier Creeks...- | 90, 000 30, 000 25, 000 35, 000 
Dd htintcnenséisedsyoun : 510, 800 166, 800 156, 000 188, 000 
tg 2 ot abit 560, 800 | 186, 80 800 “186, 000° ~ 188, 000 


Cost increase anticipated. 
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FLOOD-CONTROL STUDIES 


Mr. Cannon. General Seeman, we would appreciate it if you would 
briefly explain the flood-control studies proposed under the request of 
$156,000. 

General Sreman. The amount of $156,000 is requested for prosecu- 
tion of 8 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit 
completion of 2 reports and progress on 6 others. 

Those eight are the Arkansas River in Colorado; the Big Hill Creek 
study in Kansas; the Verdigris River study in Kansas and Oklahoma; 
the Red River study in Louisiana, Arkansas, Oklahoma, and Texas; 
the Red River, Lake End-Powhatan study in Louisiana; the Hugo 
Reservoir study in Oklahoma; the White Oak and Cypress Creeks 
— in Texas; and the Sanders-Big Pine-Collier Creeks study in 
Texas. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


RED RIVER, LA., ARK., OKLA., AND TEX. 


Mr. Boutanp. With respect to the Red River, what is the $5,000 
necessary for? 

General Seeman. That is a project in the lower Mississippi Valley 
division, not in my division. 

Mr. Buss. Sir, in connection with a House committee resolution 
adopted February 25, 1938, for review of the Red River and tributaries, 
and also in connection with the Arkansas-White-Red Basin Agency 
report, there were five small projects on which relief from headwater 
floods was being studied and improvements recommended. Four of 
those have been completed and the $5,000 is to complete the last one 
on Bayou DuGrappe. 

Mr. Bovanp. This investigation is not to study feasibility of the 
Overton Red River Waterway? 

Mr. Busa. No, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Are you expending any money on that now? 

Mr. Busu. No, sir. 

‘Mr. Botanp. Have you spent any in the past couple years? 

Mr. Busu. Yes, in the past couple years. 

Mr. Boutanp. You may supply for the record the amount spent. 
As I recall, money was put in the bill a few years ago—it may have 
been on the floor—for a further study of the Overton Red River 
Waterway to determine its feasibility. 

Mr. Busu. I believe it was 3 years ago that it was originally put in. 

(The requested information follows:) 

The amount spent on the Overton-Red River Waterway in fiscal year 1957 was 
$56,057 and for fiscal year 1958 to date, $2,120, 

Mr. Botanp. What is the status of that project now?’ 

Mr. Busa. No further work is being done on it at the present time. 

Mr. Bouanp. None whatsoever? 

Mr. Busu. No, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
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ARKANSAS RIVER IN COLORADO 


Mr. Cannon. There are six flood control studies listed for which 
you are asking money for 1959 but for which you say you will need 
additional money after 1959. Will you briefly tell us what is the stage 
of advancement on the first one—the Arkansas River in Colorado? 

General Seeman. Studies in this area in Colorado were made in the 
past and it was found a number of improvements at several towns had 
prospects of being found justified. This allocation now proposed 
would enable continuation of the investigations for the outstanding 
report. 

BIG HILL CREEK, KANS. 


Mr. Cannon. And the Big Hill Creek project in Kansas? 

General Sreman. We submitted a preliminary examination report 
earlier in 1957. It was found favorable for making these additional 
studies in connection with flood control, water supply, and allied 
purposes. With the funds being asked for we will initiate investi- 
gations. 

Mr. Cannon. You are asking $15,000 for that? 

General Seeman. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you think with this $15,000 you will complete 
the study? 

General Speman. No, there is a carryover of $13,000 for that 
particular one; sir. 


VERDIGRIS RIVER, KANS. AND OKLA. 


Mr. Cannon. The Verdigris River study in Kansas and Oklahoma, 
for which you are asking $20,000, what is the status of that? 

General Sreman. There, too, we submitted in 1957 a preliminary 
examination report which was favorable to making these additional 
studies. 

Mr. Cannon. What percentage of completion would you have at 
the end of the fiscal year with this $20,000? 

General Speman. [ would expect approximately 50 percent com- 
pletion of our survey scope studies. There would still be a require- 
ment of about $15,000 to complete. This is done mostly by our own 
manpower and it is almost directly proportional to the funds scheduled. 


RED RIVER, LAKE END-POWHATAN, LA. 


Mr. Cannon. And the Red River, Lake End-Powhatan? 

General Sreman. That will have to be answered by General 
Carter’s division. 

Mr. Cannon. All right, Mr. Bush. 

Mr. Busu. We are asking for $10,000 on that to continue the study. 
The estimated cost of the study is $68,000 and prior to this year we 
have received $15,400, leaving $42,600 to complete. 

The problem involved is that in the lowlands along the left bank of 
the Red River from Loggy Bayou to Saline Bayou and from Lake 
End to Bayou Pierre and Red River at Coushatta, the local interests 
— flood protection. 

r. CANNON. You are requesting more money for this than for any 
of the six. Is that due to the fact that you are late in starting or due 
to the fact you have a larger area to study? 


ee 
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Mr. Busu. Sir, I do not know about the areas in other reports but 
this is our estimate of what we think we require to do the work neces- 


sary to give you an accurate report on the feasibility of flood pro- 
tection. 


Mr. Cannon. Are there any further questions on these items? 
Construction, GENERAL 


ApvVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN 


Taking up Advance Engineering and Design, we are requested to 
provide $1,150,000 for two projects. 


We will insert at this point in the record pages 6 through 10 of the 
justifications. 


(The pages referred to follow:) 


ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES (GENERAL STUDIES) 


(Continuation of planning) 





Location and description.—The authorized project provides for the improvement 
of the Arkansas River and its tributaries by the construction of dams and channels 
to serve navigation, afford additional flood control, produce hydroelectric power, 
and provide related benefits, such as recreation and wildlife propagation. The 
navigation project consists of a 9-foot navigation channel up the Arkansas River 
from its confluence with the Mississippi River to the mouth of the Verdigris 
River in Oklahoma, a distance of 460 miles, and thence up the Verdigris 52 miles 
to the town of Catoosa, Okla., 12 miles from Tulsa. 

Authorization.—1950 and prior Rivers and Harbors and Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit cost ratio.—1.20 to 1 (multiple-purpose plan for lower Arkansas River 
Basin). 

Summarized financial data ! 


Petimated cost, general GUAGIOE. 6 onc kods eek nd batiweni de omnavin $3, 368, 000 
Apvroprations to June 30, 1908 ..o 1 sosdse cnc ce 1, 210, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959____...........-.--.....--- 900, 000 
Balance to complete general studies after fiscal year 1959_.__..____- 1, 258, 000 


1 Data are for general studies only. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Arkansas River multiple-purpose project was conceived and authorized 
as an overall plan made up of a group of interrelated and coordinated elements 
consisting of reservoirs, multiple-purpose structures, navigation structures, 
and bank-stabilization works, all designed on an interrelated basis to provide for 
development of optimum benefits. Construction of the project must follow this 
designed plan if full benefits are to be realized. Construction of Eufaula, Key- 
stone, and Oologah Reservoirs in eastern Oklahoma are under way, as is the con- 
struction of the Dardanella lock and dam project in central Arkansas and bank 
stabilization and channel rectification at specific critical localities between Wilsons 
Rock, Okla., and the mouth. Initiation of construction of these units of the 
comprehensive plan has accentuated the desirability of a prompt evaluation and 
solution of the engineering problems which are of general applicability to these 
projects and to the remaining units of the comprehensive plan. 

Continuation of the general studies program is necessary in order that these 
studies can be completed at the earliest practicable date. These studies have 
the general objective of producing an engineeringly sound overall project yielding 
maximum possible benefits in all of its phases. Several of the phases of planning 
underway are basic to the development of the navigation and power facilities, 
the benefits from which are a major portion of the total project benefits. Early 
completion of phases of the overall planning program which involve navigation 
and power facilities is therefore highly desirable so that the construction of these 
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facilities will be ready to proceed and the benefits attributable thereto realized 
as early as practicable. 

Comparison of Federal estimates.—The current estimate of cost of $3,368,000 
for general studies is an increase of $1,210,000 from the latest estimate ($2,158,000) 
submitted to Congress. Six hundred and thirty-five thousand dollars of this 
increase results from the inclusion in the estimate of the amount expended: in 
developing general planning data for the Arkansas River comprehensive plan 
prior to fiscal year 1953. The remaining increase of $575,000 results from a more 
thorough evaluation of the type and scope of the general studies required to be 
accomplished. 


Beaver ReEsERVoIR, WHITE RiIveER BAsIN, ARKANSAS 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The dam is located on the White River in Carroll 
County, Ark., about 30 miles upstream from the Table Rock Dam and 609 
miles upstream from the confluence of the White River with the Mississippi. 
The reservoir will extend into Benton and Washington Counties. The dam will 
be a concrete gravity-type structure across the main part of the valley with an 
earth section on the left abutment. The powerhouse at the base of the dam will 
contain two 32,000-kilowatt generating units. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio—Not determined. (See Justification paragraph.) 


Summarized financial daia 


nen NA 2000 00 oN oa rl ee bake $46, 700, 000 
mes Weer edoral Gost... 5 ec cel 0 
nnn Sto 2h be eee oe 0 
bne ce be ee s Siete ele 0 
Sotal eeummated proiect cost... .. 2. 2 coe lel 46, 700, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate_-____.........-.-.---------.- 775, 000 
Appropriatuons to June'30, 1058... 4. 5. ee eet 525, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959_____........_....-._--_- 250, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 
RR ait eR re Ss ie da Shemale a mame ese 0 
JUSTIFICATION 


The Beaver Reservoir is the upstream unit in the authorized system of 9 
reservoirs in the White River Basin, and will regulate flow from about 1,186 square 
miles of the 27,765 square-mile drainage area. The project, together with Table 
Rock, will afford a substantial degree of flood protection to the towns of Branson 
and Hollister, Mo., and the recreational facilities along Lake Taneycomo. Flood- 
control benefits will accrue to about 1,064,100 acres of land along the White River 
downstream from Bull Shoals Dam and about 64 miles of Federal highways and 
152 miles of railroad will be benefited. 

Benefits will also accrue to the lower Mississippi River Valley. The project as 
contemplated in the survey report, will make available 64,000 kilowatts of depend- 
able capacity at the site, and will firm up 58,000 kilowatts of capacity at the down- 
stream Table Rock and Bull Shoals plants. However, the final size of the power 
installation is currently under consideration. Studies are underway to determine 
the feasibility of including storage in the reservoir for municipal water supply. 
Although studies made thus far show economic justification, a benefit-to-cost 
ratio for this project is not available pending final determination of the optimum 
power installation. 

Non-Federal cosis.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. 


NEED FOR. GENERAL STUDIES ON ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 


Mr. Cannon. General Seeman, what is the need for the $900,000 
requested for general studies on the Arkansas River and tributaries? 
General SeeMAN. This is the general investigation comparable to 
advance engineering and design on an individual project that is 
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necessary to develop the studies for the comprehensive project of 
navigation from the Mississippi to the vicinity of Tulsa. 

Mr. Cannon. Is that not a large amount to request for 1 year? 

General Sreman. It is a large amount if you are comparing it to 
an individual project. However, there is a $1 billion overall estimate 
for the overall project, and this is what we believe is necessary at this 
stage. There are a lot of general studies such as sedimentation 
studies and so on that affect the whole reach of the river. 

Mr. Cannon. You had a large amount, $500,000, for last year. 
What carryover do you have from that appropriation? 

General Sreman. As of March 31 we had an unexpended balance 
of $153,546. As of June 30 we do not expect to have any left. 

Mr. Cannon. That will be entirely consumed by the end of the 
fiscal year? 

General Speman. Yes. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. ANDERSEN. On page 6, I note the benefit-cost ratio is 1.20 to 1, 
having reference to the multiple-purpose plan for the lower Arkansas 
River Basin. That is an all-embracing benefit-cost ratio; is it not? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. It embraces several projects? 

General SeeMANn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnpERSEN. Is there any way of breaking that down by individ- 
ual projects? 

General Seeman. It has been impossible, sir, because of the fact a 
large portion of the benefits is navigation over a 300- or 400-mile 
stretch of the river and it is impossible to break down that benefit. 
It is like the upper Mississippi, which you are well aware of; how io 
determine the benefits of 1 lock and dam? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You feel it is impossible to do so even though there 
would be good opportunity to pull poor projects along through the 
grace of good projects? 

General Seeman. That is a particular difficulty. It is like the 
upper Mississippi project where there are 26 locks and dams. On 
individual projects such as Eufaula and Keystone, where you could 
say it could be of benefit to all below, we have endeavored to develop 
individual benefit-cost ratios. 


PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF GENERAL STUDIES 


Mr. AnperRSEN. I think perhaps you have a point there, General. 
I would like to ask this question relative to general studies. What are 
these general studies for? If the corps has obtained sufficient in- 
formation to request authorization for a $1 billion project, why does 
it need $1,258,000 more for what you call general studies? 

General Seeman. There are things which involve the project as a 
whole. You have to study the hydraulics and hydrology of the whole 
river, the sedimentation of the whole river, and so on. If we define 
those characteristics it will apply to the individual locks and dams as 
they come along. Then too we are trying to determine the most 
efficient lock sizes and whether or not the type structures built on the 
Mississippi or on the Ohio can be adapted for use on this river. 
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There is the question of overall bridge clearance. There is the 
question of effect on the agricultural lands along the river, the 
ground waters. We are working with the Geological Survey; they do 
cooperative work for us on this study also. 

Mr. AnprerRsEN. Would you not have done a lot of that before 
asking authorization of the project, General? 

General Sreman. We would have done only enough to make a 
general determination. You will recall this project was one which 
back in 1952 or 1953 was placed in a deferred-for-restudy category. 
And at the time of the Arkansas-White-Red River report we made 
a restudy of this overall basin plan to determine whether or not it 
was a feasible plan. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Can you give me the entire amount that has been 
spent on the comprehensive Arkansas-White-Red Basin study and 
report by each of the Federal agencies involved, the entire amount 
of money spent by any Federal agency relative to this overall study 
of the Arkansas-White-Red River Basin? 

General Seeman. We will have to develop that for the record, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. We have spexi a lot of money on that. 

General Seeman. Certainly I do not think the corps will have it 
for other Federal agencies. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. There is no way you can get it? 

General Seeman. There are ways to get things, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You do not have that available? 

General Seeman. No, sir; we do not have it available in the corps. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Would that not be very mediocre liaison if you did 
not know what the other agencies are spending? 

General Sreman. We will endeavor to get it, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I would also like to ask what were the results 
obtained from the interagency study? 

General Seeman. It took from 1950 to 1955 and it produced the 
comprehensive Arkansas-White-Red Basin report. That was a com- 
mittee form of study where all Federal agencies and all the States are 
involved. It did not serve the purpose as an authorizing document. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Will you extend your remarks at this point in 
reply to that question? 

General SpeMANn. Yes. 

(The further information is as follows:) 


Cost or Strupres FoR THE ARKANSAS RivER MovLttieLe-PurRPOsE PLAN AND FOR 
AWR SourveEy 


The studies leading to development of the multiple-purpose plan for the 
Arkansas River were carried out by the Corps of Engineers in the early 1940’s, 
and the project was authorized by Congress in 1946. The cost of the preauthori- 
zation studies which resulted in preparation of the report was $1,006,000. This 
cost was incurred entirely by the Corps of Engineers. Other agencies did not 
participate in this study except in normal interagency cooperation, by furnishing 
available information. After authorization, the additional sum of $1,133,000 
was appropriated by Congress between 1946 and 1952, and was expended for 
engineering and consultant studies aimed at resolving some of the more difficult 
problems, such as the best procedure for handling the load of sediment carried 
by the river. 

The Arkansas-White-Red River Basins interagency study was carried out 
during the period 1950-55. The Arkansas River multiple-purpose project was 
reviewed during the course of that study, to determine its current justification. 
The Corps of Engineers of the Department of the Army was the only Federal 
agency that received funds appropriated by the Congress for the AWR survey. 
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The other agencies involved financed their part of the work from their regular 
appropriations, and by arranging their schedule of normal operations to conform 
with progress of the survey. The cost of the survey was about as follows: 


AR GE 8G BONN. oon knitter nce mktaretbnnsadent ... $2, 800, 000 


er SO... me mepocungane genous darede mini a 3, 300, 000 
Department of Agriculture_-_.................-...----.- SUT 900, 000 

7, 000, 000 
Other agencies: Including HEW, Commerce, and FPC, at least_____ 500, 000 


Total Ssiguiasodeads Ss eeer eee 


The report which resulted from this survey presents a long-range program for 
the development of water and related land resources of the Arkansas, White, 
and Red River Basins. Based on the information and basic data currently 
available, the report outlines the resource development potentialties for meeting 
needs and problems that may develop during the next 25 years. It is recognized 
that the plans will be subject to modification and refinement as more data be- 
comes available and as changed economic conditions, technological improvements, 
and other factors warrant. The report recognizes that continued coordination 
of planning and development activities among the interested agencies and States 
will be required, including working out specific problems as individual elements 
are planned in detail, synchronizing related additional studies and investigations, 
and reaching agreement on modifications in the long-range plan as conditions 
may warrant. 

The plan includes projects and programs for which the responsibility for 
development may rest with the Federal Government, State, or local governments, 
private interests, or combinations thereof. Individual elements included are 
the proposals of the Federal and State agencies, formulated in accordance with 
agency policies and procedures and adjusted in varying degrees through co- 
ordination by the Arkansas-White-Red Basins Interagency Committee. The 
report by itself is not intended to serve as a request for congressional authoriza- 
tion of any federally sponsored project or program, but to provide the Congress 
a framework within which to consider separate future recommendations which 
may be made for authorization or appropriation of funds for specific programs 
or projects. Similarly, the report is a frame of reference which all non-Federal 
agencies and interests may utilize in considering their activities in resource con- 
servation and development in this region. 


Mr. ANDERSEN. Last year you told us the report was in the process 
of being submitted to the Congress. Has that been done? 

General SreMAN. Yes; it was submitted and has been distributed 
quite widely. 

Mr. ANpersEN. That is all at this time, Mr. Chairman. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Cannon. Is this benefit-cost ratio to which Mr. Andersen 
refers a firm ratio of 1.20 to 1? 

General Sreman. It is our firm estimate. 

Mr. Cannon. It has been suggested to the committee that 1.19 
would be more accurate. You think 1.20 is fully justified? 

General Szeman. Sir; 1.20 is bringing it up by the application of 
the cost index to this year. There has been no detailed study of 
traffic or over-all engineering costs. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Andersen. 


ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION 


Mr. ANDERSEN. Mr. Chairman, you will recall that several times 
during these hearings you have brought up what you considered to be 
the futility of trying to develop and maintain navigation on the 
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Missouri River. I wonder if the proposal of the Corps of Army 


Engineers to develop a $1 billion navigation project on the Arkansas 
is not even more questionable. 


I have here a copy of a statement filed with the Corps of Engineers 
by eight railroads and signed by the chief engineer of each of those 
railroads. It is an 18-page statement that questions many of the 
figures used by the corps in their justification of the entire Arkansas 
River navigation project. In view of the serious charges contained 
therein, I think it would be well if a copy of this report—and, by the 
way, the Corps of Army Engineers, of course, now have it in their 
possession—should be placed in the record at this point and the corps 
be given an opportunity to answer the questions raised. I ask that 
that be done at this point. 

Mr. Cannon. Without objection, it will be included in the record at 
this point, and we will ask the Corps of Engineers to consider it and 
place their comments in the record when they receive the transcript. 

(The report and comments referred to follow:) 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT CONCERNING THE ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION 
Prosect, Firep Wirn tHe Corps or ENGINEBRS, UNITED Srates ARMY 


Filed on behalf of— 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co. 
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Co. 
Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad Co. 
Kansas City Southern Railway Co. 
Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad Co. 
Missouri Pacific Railroad Co. 
St. Louis Southwestern Railway Co. 
St. Louis-San Francisco Railway Co. 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT 


The testimony given by the various interests attending the public hearing held 
by the district engineer (Vicksburg district), Corps of Engineers, at Little Rock, 
Ark., on July 18, 1957, implies that (1) construction work on the Arkansas- 
Verdigris Rivers navigation project is contemplated to begin in the not-too- 
distant future, and (2) barge traffic will be able to move as far upstream as 
Little Rock by 1967 and as far upstream as Fort Smith by 1970. Because of 
this, the railroads serving the general area of the proposed waterway desire to 
supplement their statement filed with the corps on August 7, 1957. 

In the railroads’ statement of August 7, 1957, their general view of the 
Arkansas-Verdigris Rivers navigation project was succinctly summed up 
follows: 

“Tt should be understood that railroads are not opposed to the development 
of the water resources of the Arkansas River Basin for water supply, flood con- 
trol, and power. However, the development of the Arkansas River for navigation 
purposes clearly presents a case for which neither need nor economic justification 
has been shown. The enormous increase in costs and other changes fully justify a 
complete reappraisal of the navigation project, with the background data and results 
made available for the public to check and question.’’ [Italics added.] 

The main purpose of this supplemental statement is to question the validity 
of the policies and the procedures developed, adopted, and adhered to by the 
Corps of Engineers in its evaluation of the Arkansas River navigation project. 


I 


According to the Annual Report, Chief of Engineers, United States Army (1955), 
the existing project is described as follows: 

“The existing project provides for improvement of the Arkansas River and 
tributaries by construction of coordinated developments to serve navigation, 
produce electric power, afford additional flood control, and provide related benefits 
in connection with other activities such as recreation and wildlife propagation. 
The navigation features provide for a channel 9 feet deep following generally the 


as 
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Verdigris River from Catoosa, Okla., 52 miles downstream othe Arkansas River; 
thence along the channel of the latter stream to mile 101.7 (1943) survey; thence 
by a land cut, design noted as the north bank canal route, to White River at mile 
17.2; thence along the channel of the White River to mile 7.8; thence by a land cut 
to the Mississippi River at a point about 590.5 miles above the head of Passes, La. 
The waterway would be canalized throughout its length by 3 navigation locks and 
dams on the Verdigris River and 12 navigation locks and dams, 3 navigation locks, 
1 navigation dam, and 4 navigation and hydroelectric power dams downstream 
therefrom. The 4 navigation and power dams are the Webber Falls, Short Moun- 
tain, Ozark, and Dardenelle projects. Lock chambers are 110 by 600 feet on the 
Arkansas and White Rivers and 83 by 600 feet on the Verdigris River. A mini- 
mum channel width of 150 feet is proposed for the Verdigris River section and 
250 feet for the Arkansas and White River sections.” 

The estimated Federal cost of the project as of July 1955 as reflected by the 
annual report, Chief of Engineers, United States Army, is $1,200 million of which 
$766,500,000 has been allocated to the navigation portion. te 

The corps’ notice of hearing, dated June 30, 1957, indicated, in effect, that 
although the Verdigris River constitutes a segment of the Arkansas River project, 
the locks, dams, and channel proposed therefor are below the standards of those 
proposed for the Arkansas River proper. This differentiation, should the commerce 
develop that has been predicted by the corps, will beyond peradventure create a 
very effective bottleneck in the upper reaches of the overall project. The reason 
for this differentiation in design criteria seems to have no purpose other than as 
an expedient in the initial phase to reduce the costs to a minimum in order to 
present the project to the Congress with a favorable benefit-cost ratio, barely in 
excess of unity. 

It very definitely appears that the navigation structures as planned ard 
designed by the corps for the Verdigris River are not in keeping with the design 
of the project as a whole, would be temporary in character and are not contem- 
plated as usable in any possible extension of the proposed waterway. The corps 
has declared obsolete similar locks and is constructing under the so-called Re- 
placement Act as replacement on existing waterways, larger locks than those 
proposed for the Verdigris. 

Now that congressional approval of the project has been obtained, a modifica- 
tion of the design was proposed by the barge operators at the July 18, 1957, hearing 
to increase lock lengths and deepen the channel, which will very materially in- 
crease the extent of the work to be done as well as the costs of the project as 
originally approved by the Congress. Also, at a hearing held by the Senate Ap- 
propriations Committee, testimony was given insisting that funds be appropriated 
for a study of the upper Arkansas River Basin for navigation purposes beyond 
the presently authorized project, further stating that such funds have been re- 
quested in previous years. ‘This if approved would result in a still further sub- 
stantial increase in cost of the project. 

In view of the great expense as proposed for the reconstruction and alteration 
of the many highway and railroad bridges, a realistic study should be made for 
the purpose of establishing horizontal and vertical clearances which would be 
justified from the standpoint of overall public interest. An appraisal of the addi- 
tional costs to the Federal Government for bridges proposed in the existing plans 
on the Verdigris River which will become obsolete in any extension or modifica- 
tion of the waterway, should be considered by all agencies concerned. 


II 


In submitting this supplemental statement reference is made to House Docu- 
ment No. 758, 79th Congress, 2d session, and to the testimony given on the 
Arkansas River project by the railroads at hearings held by the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee, 85th Congress, Ist session, and to a rebuttal thereof by a 
witness speaking for the Corps of Engineers United States Army. ; 

l. The Railroads’ testimony.— Briefly stated, it was contended by the railroads 
and supported by factual data that, the Corps of Engineers erred in its evaluation 
of the navigation project, as reported in the congressional document hereinbefore 
cited in the following respects: 

(a) The corps erred in its acceptance of 1,258,711 tons of lumber, bauxite, flour, 
feed, canned food, and cotton, and in its acceptance of 1,429,000 tons of unidenti- 
fied less-than-barge-lot commerce as being properly attributable to the Arkansas 
River and in identifying the same as average annual tonnages throughout the 
period of amortization. 
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In support of this observation it was shown that while the corps claimed 
2,687,711 tons (1,258,711 plus 1,429,000) of the respective commodities, the move- 
ment of those commodities reported for the Mississippi River system (the Mis- 
sissippi, the Missouri, the Illinois, the Ohio, and its tributaries) and for the Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway during the year 1955 amounted to only 205,079 tons and 
137,875 tons respectively, although the major portion of the Mississippi system 
has been in operation more than a half century. 

(b) The corps erred when it constructed barge rates for the Arkansas River in 
relation to private and contract carrier operating costs instead of in relation to the 
common carrier barge rate structure obtaining on existing waterways. 

In support of this observation it was shown that the average savings of $2.17 
per ton claimed by the corps ranged from 148 percent to 571 percent of the 
average savings per ton claimed for other existing waterways. 

(c) The corps erred in its analysis and evaluation of the Arkansas-Verdrigris 
Rivers navigation project and in recommending the construction thereof, and 
the Chief of Engineers erred in overriding the adverse recommendation of the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors which Board is the agency designated 
by the Congress to review navigation reports made by the Corps of Engineers and 
to make recommendations concerning the soundness or unsoundness of the 
evaluation contained in the respective reports. 

In support of this observation it was pointed out that except for the $134,000 
rental-of-ground benefits claimed by the corps, the benefit-cost ratio of 1.01 
attributed to the navigation portion of the project (H. Doc. 758, 79th Cong., 1945) 
would have been less than unity. This undoubtedly was recognized by the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors when it reviewed the corps’ evaluation 
because it was not convinced that the benefits claimed were such as warranted its 
concurrence in the survey report issued by the district office and concurred in by 
the division office, Corps of Engineers. 

2. The corps’ rebuttal_—In attempting to rebut the showing made by the rail- 
roads before the congressional committee, a witness speaking for the Corps of 
Engineers, United States Army, conceded to some of the railroads’ allegations, 
categorically denied others without advancing tenable reasons therefor, and re- 
frained from even a casual comment concerning the others. 

(a) The witness for the Corps of Engineers admitted that some of the articles of 
commerce claimed in the corps’ basic report of 1943 were erroneously claimed when 
he testified that in its review of 1954, lumber, bauxite, cotton, rice, zinc concen- 
trates, and manufactured fertilizers, amounting to 1,204,122 tons and $1,622,674 
savings should not be included. ‘ 

An effort made by the witness to bolster the validity of the corps’ basic evalua- 
tion is reflected by the testimony before the Senate Appropriations Committee, 
85th Congress, Ist session, to the effect that: 

‘“* * * Tn a statement, May 7, 1945, at a hearing held in Little Rock in con- 
nection with the Arkansas River report printed as House Document No. 758, 79th 
Congress, the railroads agreed with the estimates of savings on scrap iron, canned 
goods, fertilizer, soda ash, iron and steel drums, bauxite, lead and zinc concentrates, 
less-than-barge-lot and less-than-carlot items.” 

The statement! to which the witness made reference neither contains nor 
implies anything supporting the claim that the railroads agreed with the corps’ 
estimated savings on the articles of commerce cited by the witness, or the esti- 
mated savings on any other articles of commerce claimed by the corps in its basic 
evaluation. As a matter of fact the statement cited by the witness actually 
shows that the railroads’ analysis and evaluation of only the major items of 
commerce (which were all that time permitted) reduced the total savings claimed 
by the corps by $12,752,000. This in no wise indicated concurrence. Mr. 
Johansen in part stated before the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, 
May 7, 1945: ‘‘In discussing the prospective savings on individual commodities 
we have generally used the tonnage estimates shown in the engineers studies for 
the reason that time did not permit our making a full and detailed investigation 
of the reported probable prospective tonnage. This fact should not be construed 
as admission on our part that the prospective tonnage is correct.” 

In view of the preceding observations and since the witness who testified for 
and on behalf of the Corps of Engineers before the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee, 85th Congress, Ist session, also stated that “‘railroad statements reveal 
that they are not consistent with their findings regarding the Arkansas River,’ 
there is shown below the railroads’ evaluation which was brought to the attention 
of this congressional committee of the 84th Congress by Mr. C. J. Bindner to 





1 Analysis by J. E. Johansen (SWL) for the railroads. 
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which no reference was made by the corps witness in his partial response to 
congressional request. 


ooo 








aoe in — by 
engineers’ ra com- 
Commodity survey (basic | mittee study 
evaluation) 1956-57, 
savings savings ! 
‘we | eS 
777, 
1, 621, 521 None 
250, 013 None 
goo 326, 575 None 
Ny AINE COON. 5 io os bien tL ct aah 231, 142 98, 000 
Iron and steel drums. --.............-- dicnsecenedenenksal canal nee 51, 065 18, 700 
Iron and steel articles__.._..-.....-- aan en abby Secunia ennnemae tena 2, 378, 754 } 489, 000 
Iron and steel pipe and ‘fittings gb died dna cceddpbow tin ans data dene eae 2, 790, 843 ’ 
peeiee. a aoa: ea RPC RTINLAR ORAR UE OAL bo 50, 102 
Petroleum an pro a Baal ane nsogtbaetnametcin aint 4, 873, 27 
DE etigatdns cee=db apes wots ensupecancogepacstnapent opera Sn eeien wae 81, 532 } 060, 000 
Bauxite ore and alumina_______.._____- icc aahaurehc Mencken amnion 265, 659 None 
Grain and grain products-__.. i abtigdivslentlbuehdaseckaecdabhhabatebnaidondh 1, 178, 238 None 
ID crettenind nee shviie ninpucheniineinate ign uingha biog lndn aipuniiagiigs: ty acatahimed aii 731, 152 None 
Sc ctihst tichai na a.nab ohention Ocobieniiatcadameeenibiane iene isithaliiebie 67, 990 None 
Lead and zinc concentrates... ..........2--2-------2-------enenee en nee nae 69, 080 | None 
SON ai oleic ond dbs dcld bbb bs tak lid hdc cas cabulaaselepaamill 125, 826 6, 400 
SID i si teeis-n abn sims Gogg cneagn Nive wanes oviatydinins amet hati tannic piace detail 128, 985 None 
SIs mana cats na mirvestahire » idkscipeds oak diniahe heated entrance teamed 26, 216 3 26, 216 
ARR IU SISE SS ae CESS wih Math dasa be RANG cadgieine seas ittiee takes 36, 655 2 36, 655 
SS Si Bd nd hicwiihaleuleideaaeiine whined Dib Sila in alibi tiniest alaheg etal 6, 835 2 6, 835 
natin. octinniacviinbuicinynedpebpientaipiistlaladinuitlenglaais 2, 598, 216 None 
EE Sn ccaceungwepseasengdseaeoany angen Geile ted wdinien meena 65, 000 None 
EEE Oe UN UNINGD Ss cs dards «Sola oct eae ee none eo g dn cent adberenieaenen 263, 087 
i nbinnitinkcindh tevanican ennai nin roe eticiggtentibdiiniadimmentsmuialiae sn 19, 606, 000 | 3 2, — 995 
2, 622, 094 





1 From statement of C. J. Bindner entered in hearingjof the Public Works Subcommittee of Appropria. 
tions Committee of House and Senate. 


2 Study not made of this commodity. 
3 Adjusted to reflect 30-percent increase to provide margin to take care of future traffic increase. 


If cognizance be taken of the railroads’ evaluation to which the corps’ witness 
made reference, as well as of the evaluation reflected by the preceding table 
which was disregarded by the witness, it must be apparent that the railroads 
have been extremely consistent in their findings regarding the Arkansas River, 
as distinguished from those of the corps which increased its basic evaluation of 
savings from $19,606,000 to $40 million without any bona fide restudy because, 
to use its own phraseology, “time and money were not available to make a com- 
plete navigation benefit survey. 

(b) The witness who testified that the barge rates used by the corps in its basic 
evaluation of the Arkansas River navigation project were made in relation to 
published common carrier barge rates? in use on other existing waterways of 
similar character, except for petroleum and petroleum products, stated that: 

“In other reports and in the 1954 review of the navigation economies on the Arkansas 
River, constructed rates with relationship to private and contract barge operating cosis 
were used. Statistics for 1955 reveal that about 90 percent of the total commerce 
moved on the Mississippi River system did not move on published rates. For 
this reason, the use of constructed rates based on private and contract operating costs 
ts more realistic than the use of those based on the tariffs of common carrier barge 
operators.”’ [Emphasis added.]} 

This policy on the part of the corps, and the procedures attendant thereto, are 
contrary to the provisions of orders and regulations issued by the Chief of Engi- 
neers, United States Army, as a guide to the corps in its evaluation of navigation 
projects. It is the adoption of and the adherence to such arbitrarily established 
policies and procedures that enables the corps to seemingly justify such semi- 
marginal navigation projects as the Arkansas-Verdigris Rivers. Such evaluations 
are unrealistic in their truest economic sense, because they do not reflect any 
semblance of the transportation savings presumed to accrue to the general 
publice—the consumer—taxpayer. Generally any savings that do accrue are 
absorbed by barge operators and the waterway shipping interests. 


2H. Doc. No. 758, 79th Cong., 2d sess., indicates that ‘‘in determining these charges, it was assumed that 
barge-lot waterway commerce would be transported by contract or private carriers and that less-than- 
barge-lot waterway commerce would be transported by common carriers.” 
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(ce) Concerning the corps’ evaluation, which is believed to be erroneous in many 
respects, the adverse recommendation of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors, and the overriding of that recommendation by the Chief of Engineers, 
the witness stated that: 

“The action of the Chief of Engineers was in accord with his assigned responsi- 
bilities and was predicated on future economic growth rather than on conditions 
then existing. The Congress had before it the reports of the Board and the Chief 
when the project was authorized.”’ 

* * * * * * * 


“By appropriating funds to initiate construction of certain elements of the 
plan, which in large part are justified on realization of the navigation benefits 
of the plan, the Congress in effect, has expressed confidence that the projected 
magnitude of navigation benefits are attainable, and that the entire compre- 
hensive plan should be constructed.” 

In addition to the foregoing testimony given by the witness for the Corps 
of Engineers, he claimed that the railroads’ witnesses ignored the benefit-cost 
ratio of 1.08 determined by the corps for the multiple-purpose plan by making 
reference to the benefit-cost ratio of 1.01 developed by the corps for the navigation 
project. This comment on the part of the witness would indicate that the Corps 
of Engineers have found it difficult, if not impossible, to defend the benefit-cost 
ratio attributed to the navigation phase of the multiple-purpose plan, which 
must account for the major portion of the benefits presumed to result from a 
Federal expenditure of over $1 billion and annual charges for interest, amortiza- 
tion, maintenance, and operation of the navigation phase of the project, amount- 
ing to approximately $34,782,000 annually according to a letter dated April 26, 
1955, addressed to Senator Kerr (Oklahoma) by the Chief of Engineers, United 
States Army, and referred to at page 940 of the hearings held by the Senate Ap- 
propriation Committee, 84th Congress, Ist session. 

3. Restudy imperative-—When cognizance is taken of the fact that the estimated 
Federal first costs for the navigation features have increased from $345 million in 
1941 to $766,500,000 in 1955, it becomes unmistakably clear that the negligible 
benefit-cost ratio of 1.08 for the multiple-purpose plan (estimated cost $1,200,000,- 
000) and the benefit-cost ratio of 1.01 for the navigation phase are obsolete. In 
view thereof a complete, new study and evaluation should be made by qualified 
personnel, and the results thereof subjected to the scrutiny of the public lest this 
project fall into the category of the Missouri, Ouachita, Alabama-Coosa, Apala- 
chicola-Chattahoochee and Savannah Rivers. The unsatisfactory evaluation 
and results of operation on some of these rivers will be discussed later. 

In support of the preceding observation, reference is made to additional testi- 
mony given by the witness speaking for the Corps of Engineers before the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, 85th Congress, Ist session. There the witness stated 
that: 

“The justification of the entire Arkansas River and tributaries except for 
Oologah Dam and bank erosion protection, depends largely upon the navigation 
benefits. It is extremely difficult to estimate the amount of traffic the river will 
support during its development period which would start about 15 years from now, 
and thereafter through the assumed 50-year economic life of the project. * * *”’ 

* * * * * * * 

“* * * Since time and money were not available to make a complete naviga- 
tion benefit survey based upon existing and competitive prospective conditions, 
the Corps of Engineers has used an estimate of 13 million tons of commerce and 
$40 milion of annual savings in transportation costs for its economic evaluation. 
* * * This estimate is based upon future economic development, the character- 
istics of which cannot be predicted with certainty. * * *”’ 

Since it is not possible to establish with any degree of accuracy what the future 
economic development in any field of commercial activity will be during even the 
next few years, without a substantial amount of research, and the application of a 
highly informed and experienced judgment in the fields of transportation, market- 
ing and economics, it is inconceivable that an individual or group of individuals, 
especially if they speak for the Corps of Engineers, would even consider advising a 
congressional committee concerning what the future economic development in the 
tributary area of the Arkansas River will be throughout a period of 50 years, with- 
out a thorough investigation. . 

In this connection, however, and despite the corps’ statement of the innumerable 
difficulties that must be encountered in estimating the average annual tonnages 
of commerce and the transportation savings attributable to the proposed naviga- 
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tion project, the following table shows how the tonnages and the savings on which 
the project was authorized were increased 45 percent and 110 percent respectively 
in order to justify the appropriation of Federal funds to permit the initiation of 
construction, notwithstanding the fact that this project has been deferred for 
restudy. 








Average annual 
Item 
Tonnage Savings 

The corps’ basic evaluation, H. Doc., 758, 79th Cong., 2d sess_..__- alias tidied 9, 015, 000 $19, 606, 000 
PEED BUEEEE POIIIN apices card onriidsintianinitinaigipmnignatdis dgcetlbdipiaannatiid-sieieda tims mili 134, 000 
9, 015, 000 19, 740, 000 

Adjustments in 1954: 
Pies ccicticnsik tinvbncinam nisin nvdak Abani amen herp ia demideididies —1, 204, 113 —1, 622, 674 
Pe aliciie scree: nithomreneechnasath ca nerp iUdlads wedi hata aap aad eacage a e +21, 882, 674 
ROE BOCA 6 6.5 opi dicttiincioncndesn csc de). migdn Seeks abe ee 13, 000, 000 40, 000, 000 


In order to support his deductions the witness testified further as follows: 

“* * * The raw material resources of the area are impressive. The known 
and proven petroleum reserves in Oklahoma and surrounding areas which are 
tributary to the navigation project have increased yearly. * * * Eastern Okla- 
homa and western Arkansas coal reserves are extensive, and the coal is of excellent 
quality. Production has been very small in recent years, probably because this 
coal is landlocked and not competitive with coal of other States having the benefit 
of water transportation. * * *” 

The undoubted implication attending such testimony is that because the raw 
material resources are reasonably close to the proposed waterway, they will 
naturally gravitate thereto and utilize barge transportation, despite the long- 
established and well-organized marketing practices and the existing, efficiently 
and economically operated transportation media. 

Such a premise as this implied by the corps’ testimony, defending its estimate 
of tonnages and savings deemed attributable to the proposed navigation project, 
lacks credence, because cognizance was not taken of the underlying forces which 
would very materially retard, if not prevent, the movement of any substantial 
volume of commerce over the waterway if constructed. Among those forces are: 
the network of pipelines extending from the oil fields and the refineries to the 
major points where the products are required for consumption, or for further dis- 
tribution; the f. o. b. mine value of the coal, claimed to be adjacent to the pro- 
posed waterway in relation to the f. o. b. mine values of other coals with which 
competition must be met, and the circuitous route via which commerce generally 
must be transported to reach the markets if water transportation is used from 
the Arkansas River valley. 

As one specific example of these handicaps there is shown below a comparison 
of f. o. b. mine values of Arkansas-Oklahoma coals as related to competitive coals: 


F. o. b. mine value per 2,000 pounds ¢ 
Producing areas 











1939 1947 1953 
GEE «co Sodanadiceerd dhnenabicasikcngnesladloeteaaee : 3.17 $6. 67 $7. 93 
I, «ote a A 5 aks keene lw at alrl paleeei alana 2.11 4.41 6. 10 
PR icinn sactin Hs eee ee eee 1.89 3.34 4.14 
En ceinns ane, sdnenguian aeneeneh dissed ae pase: 1. 88 3.33 4.12 
RES 3 Fa a ea 3.95 
Kentucky thlddhice Seb cnndateen tae < 3. 35 


‘U.S. Bureau of Mines. 


An examination of statistics for all coal producing States for the periods shown 
in the above table indicates that the f. 0. b. mine values of Arkansas coal were 
greater than the f. o. b. mine values for every other State. 

In view of these facts it is not very difficult to reach the only possible logical 
conclusion that the small production of the Arkansas-Oklahoma coals is not the 
result of being ‘‘landlocked’”’ by their inability to use barge transportation. It is 
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quite clear that their inability to compete with other similar coals is due to their 
production costs and not to their inability to use barge transportation. 

In this connection it may well be noted that had barge transportation been 
available to the Arkansas-Oklahoma coalfields during the year 1954, and those 
fields had shipped the same percentage of their annual production by barge as did 
other coalfields accessible to waterways, the volume that might have moved via 
the Arkansas River would have approximated 144,000 tons—not 1,419,000 tons 
claimed by the Corps of Engineers in its basic report—the report which, according 
to a review by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, was unconvincing 
as to the benefits claimed for navigation. 

4. At this juncture reference is made to the annual report, Chief of Engineers 
(pt. I, vol. 3) for the year of 1951, and to the following quotation therefrom, to 
indicate that the Corps of Engineers is not unaware of the basic requirements for 
making a bona fide evaluation of the navigation project. There it is stated that: 

“The study of navigation economies requires much research into the prevailing 
pattern of commodity production and marketing, the essential permanence of the 
factors controlling the distribution pattern, and other broad phases of the past, 
present and indicated future economic life of the entire region, to establish as 
reliable and logical trends as it is possible to develop in a transition period so 
uncertain as the present and immediate past has proved to be.” 

Notwithstanding the policy quoted next above, the character of the corps’ 
basic evaluation of the Arkansas River project which claimed 9,015,000 tons and 
$19,606,000 transportation savings annually is defined by the statement that 
since neither time nor money were available to make a complete new navigation 
benefit survey, the corps used an estimate of 13 million tons and $40 million annual 
savings in transportation costs for its economic evaluation. Such procedures as 
these brought about a general congressional investigation (in 1951) of the entire 
Federal civil-works program. 

To support this observation, reference is made to the corps’ evaluations of two 
other navigation projects, each of which became the subject of congressional in- 
vestigations—the Tombigbee-Tennessee Rivers and the Missouri River projects. 
These projects in all respects, have characteristics almost identical to that of the 
Arkansas, in that all of them are submarginal. 

In this connection it is pointed out that the corps has made seven different 
evaluations of the Tombigbee-Tennessee, and at the present time is engaged in 
another evaluation. When the evaluation presently being made has been com- 
pleted there will have been expended over $1 million for evaluations alone. The 
benefit-cost ratios have ranged from below unity to 1.13 in the last study completed 
by the corps in 1947, which was accomplished partially by the use of barge rates 
based upon contract and captive barge operating costs, instead of common carrier 
barge rates, and by disregarding about $51 million in costs properly attributable 
to the project. 

The estimated tonnages, savings, and benefit-cost ratios set up by the Corps of 
Engineers in its 1945 and 1947 evaluation, at the Tombigbee-Tennessee project 
together with those developed by the staff of the congressional committee in 1950, 
are shown below: 


Average annual 


Evaluation made by- 


j 

i 
Tons | Savings | Benefit-cost 

| ratio 

Corps of Engineers: | | 
1945 __ benae Kade j bbnsh taremascecperpidtiet 5, 764,000 | $6, 251,000 | 1.05 
1947____. iii casts : : oka eh ane 7,063,000 | 7, 883, 000 | 1,13 
Investigation staff of House Appropriation Committee, 1950__| 1, 500, 000 | 2, 843, 000 ae 





In its discussion of the corps’ evaluations the congressional committee stated, 
among other things, that: 

“The construction cost figures submitted to Congress by the Corps of Engineers 
in 1939, 1945, and in every year from 1945 up to the present time, have been 
predicated solely upon the 260 miles from Demopolis to the Tennessee, exclusive 
of the cost of improving and maintaining the additional 377 miles from New 
Orleans to Demopolis. All of the computations employed by the Corps of 
Engineers to achieve a favorable benefit-cost ratio have their basis on this invalid 
premise. * * * 


* * * * * * x 
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“Just as the construction cost of the proposed project, as used by the Corps of 
Engineers in their computation of the benefit-cost ratio is unrealistic, the corps’ 
computation of benefits is out of touch with reality.” 

In discussing the Missouri River evaluations as made by the Corps of Engineers, 
the Congressional committee stated, among other things, that: 

“The Corps of Engineers have spent over a quarter of a billion dollars ($261,- 
936,098 as of June 30, 1951) on channel stabilization and navigation improve- 
ments on the lower Missouri River, a distance of 762 miles from the mouth of the 
river at St. Louis upstream to Sioux City, Iowa. To date these expenditures have 
not produced navigation to any appreciable extent. * * *” 

An examination of congressional documents will indicate that the Corps of 
Engineers made estimates in both 1933 and 1939, of the probable average annual 
commerce that would develop on the Missouri River between its mouth and 
Sioux City, Iowa. The estimate made in 1933 was 11,794,277 tons, and the esti- 
mate made in 1939 was 12 million tons. By referring to the corps’ reporting of 
waterborne tonnages for this stretch of the Missouri River during the year 1955 
the following may be noted: 

(1) Only 30 percent of the total commerce reported in 1955 for that stretch of 
the river between Kansas City and its mouth, was bona fide commercial traffic, 
and (2) only 7 percent of that reported in 1955 for that stretch of the river between 
Sioux City and Kansas City was bona fide commercial traffic. The table shown 
below confirms these and other pertinent facts: 








Stretch of river 
i 
Items 4 
Kansas City | Sioux City to 
to mouth Kansas City 
1956 tonnages: 
All commerce _....--- siuienza> lenbacattivahmannnpaichieanieiaameae | 1, 277, 632 1, 911, 471 
Sand and gravel. : : ine mainn atin mien ng dh beaaeeaaedteos — 187, 495 — 226, 030 
Waterway construction material... ...:5- <2 2 escola ne ccs —654, 682 —1, 555, 683 
Net commercial traffic........... io usdnueouereeeiaidigiaan iets onal 435, 455 129, 758 
Average maintenance and operating costs per ton of commercial traffic____-_- 1 $66.64 | 1 $267. 30 





1 These costs do not include the amortization of any part of the construction cost of the project reported 
in Annual Report, Chief of Engineers (1955) as $310,631,525. 


As a conclusion to its findings following the investigaton of the corps’ evalua- 
tion of the Missouri River navigation project the congressional committee stated: 

“It is apparent that the Corps of Engineers has treated the known facts with 
respect to this Missouri River project most lightly and, in some instances, reck- 
lessly. The committee is thoroughly dissatisfied with the corps’ performance 
and feels that such substantial doubt has been cast upon the corps’ methods that 
their results are hardly worthy of credence.” 

In view of the congressional criticism of the corps’ evaluation practices, as 
applied to the Tombigbee-Tennessee and the Missouri Rivers, it should become 
reasonably apparent that the Arkansas River project, on which the first cost to 
the taxpayers will be in excess of $1 billion, merits complete economic investiga- 
tion and evaluation. 

The Alabama-Coosa, Tombigbee-Tennessee, Ouachita, Savannah, and Mis- 
souri Rivers and others that could be cited, evaluated by the corps, constructed 
in accordance with its plans and specifications, and maintained by it at Federal 
expense, have never (throughout a considerably historical period) developed 
adequate waterborne commerce to justify their construction. The corps cannot 
(as is its usual practice when confronted by its evaluations thereof) disregard or 
dismiss such waterways by merely stating that the depths are too shallow, the 
widths are too narrow or the locks are too small, and traffic has not had sufficient 
time to develop. 

The Corps of Engineers is accountable to the Congress and ultimately to the 
taxpayers for its administration of the Federal Civil Works program, including 
navigation projects. There is a distinct responsibility for the preparation and 
the submission for public investigation and information, a reasonably bonafide 
economic evaluation of the Arkansas River project. Up to the present date this 
evaluation has not been made and submitted. Can this failure be so lightly dis- 
missed or explained away by a statement to the effect that,5 “Since time and 


5 Statement of witness speaking for the Chief of Engineers before the Senate Appropriation Committee, 
85th Cong., Ist sess. 
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money were not available to make a complete navigation benefit survey based 
upon existing and prospective conditions, the Corps of Engineers has used an 
estimate of 13 million tons of commerce and $40 million of annual savings in 
transportation costs for its economic evaluation”, on a project estimated to cost 
over $1 billion, and about $35 million annually thereafter throughout a period of 
50 years? 

The railroads on whose behalf this statement is filed are common carriers of 
persons and property, subject to all of the provisions of the Interestate Commerce 
Act, responsible to the general public for the rendering of a complete and adequate 
transportation service to all shippers, without seasonal variation, furthermore 
they are substantial taxpayers at all levels of government. Such water carriers 
as might utilize the proposed waterway may reasonably be expected to be of the 
same class and character as those utilizing the existing waterways, the major part 
of which are contract and private carriers transporting a limited number of bulk 
commodities during their more or less seasonal operations. 


Iil 


In view of the foregoing it is respectfully requested that: 

(a) The 1954 estimates of tonnages, savings, costs, and data pertaining to 
the estimated benefit-cost ratio of 1 to 1.15 made by the Corps on the Arkansas 
River project be made available for public examination and study. In addition, 
any basic data used by the corps to support other estimates which have been 
cited in support of ao on the Arkansas River project be made public. 

(b) The Corps “ngineers request funds for a complete economic study of 
the Arkansas le project and reconsider all phases of the development of 
navigation on the Arkansas River and its tributaries at this time. 

(c) Pending the authorization of a complete economic survey of the Arkansas 
River project and an evaluation fully justifying the project, any work involving 
the expenditures of funds for design or construction of navigation features be 
deferred. 

(d) This supplemental statement be made a part of the official record of the 
hearing held by the Corps of Engineers at Little Rock, Ark., on July 18, 1957. 

Respectfully submitted. 

H. E. Witson, 
Chief Engineer, The Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co. 
W. B. THROCKMORTON, 
Chief Engineer, Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railroad Co. 
JoHN AYER, JR., 
Chief Engineer, Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad Co. 
E. F. Sauispury, 
Chief Engineer, The Kansas City Southern Railway Co. 
T. S. CaRTER, 
Chief Engineer, Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad Co. 


Chief Engineer, Missouri Pacific Railroad Co. 
J. M. Lowry, 
Chief Engineer, St. Louis-Southwestern Railway Lines. 
B. W. CRosLAND, 
Chief Engineer, St. Louis-San Francisco Railway Co. 
SEPTEMBER 27, 1957. 


COMMENT ON RAILROAD STATEMENT BY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


The statement submitted by the railroads, in opposition to the navigation phase 
of the Arkansas River multiple-purpose project, is primarily reiteration of state- 
ments made by Mr. C. N. Thompson before the subcommittee of the Committee 
on Appropriations, House of Representatives, 85th Congress, Ist session, May 21, 
1957. Those statements appear on pages 657-660 of the published transcript of 
testimony. The Corps of Engineers’ reply to those statements appears on pages 
2630-2633 of the published transcript of hearings before the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate, 85th Congress, Ist session, 
June 19, 1957. Since this statement adds very little to previous statements by the 


railroads, the comments of the.Corps of Engineers, referenced above are quoted 
below: 
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““CoMMENTS CONCERNING Economic JUSTIFICATION FOR Ty» ARKANSAS RIVER 
AND TRIBUTARIES PROJECT 


“ GENERAL 


“1. The justification of the entire Arkansas River and tributaries project, 
except for Oologah Dam and bank erosion protection, depends largely upon the 
navigation benefits to be realized. It is extremely difficult to estimate the amount 
of traffic the river will support during its development period, which would start 
about 15 years from now, and thereafter usual the assumed 50-year economic 
life of the project. The area will grow greatly as the Nation grows, and because 
of the fact that large portions of it presently are relatively undeveloped, the long- 
term growth in an expanding economy will exceed the average in the United States. 

“2. During the course of the interagency study of the Arkansas-White-Red 
River Basins, the Corps of Engineers in 1954 reviewed the economics of the overall 
plan. This review indicated that the availability of modern waterborne trans- 
portation to the area which would be served by the improvement would aid the 
economic development of the area, and that substantial navigation traffic in 
bulk commodities would develop. Since time and money were not available to 
make a.complete navigation benefit survey based upon existing and prospective 
conditions, the Corps of Engineers has used an estimate of 13 million tons of 
commerce and $40 million of annual savings in transportation costs for its eco- 
nomic evaluation. As previously noted, this estimate is based upon future 
economic development, the characteristics of which cannot be predicted with cer- 
tainty. In this connection, however, the raw materials resources of the area are 
impressive. The known and proven petroleum reserves in Oklahoma and sur- 
rounding areas which are tributary to the navigation project have increased 
yearly. In 1955, the known petroleum reserves in Oklahoma were greater than 
at any time previously. Eastern Oklahoma and western Arkansas coal reserves 
are extensive, and the coal is of excellent quality. Production has been very 
small in recent years, probably because this coal is landlocked and not competitive 
with coal of other States having the benefit of water transportation. Incidental 
to the provision of the 9-foot waterway, and in addition to the evaluated benefits 
for other functions of the project, substantial recreation benefits will be derived 
from the series of pools that comprise the project. Although these benefits are 
substantial and real, the Corps of Engineers has not attempted to express them in 
monetary terms. 

‘3. By appropriating funds to initiate construction of certain elements of the 
plan, which in large part are justified on realization of the navigation benefits 
of the plan, the Congress, in effect, has expressed confidence that the projected 
magnitude of navigation benefits are attainable, and that the entire compre- 
hensive plan should be constructed. 

“6. ‘Error No. 2.—The Corps of Engineers erred when it constructed barge 
rates for the Arkansas River in relation to private and contract barge operating 
costs instead of in relation to the common carrier barge rate structure obtaining 
on existing waterways.’ 

“In House Document 758, the constructed barge rates were made in relation 
to published common carrier barge rates in use on other waterways of similar 
character for the movement of all commodities except petroleum and petroleum 
products. The barge rates used in the consideration of prospective petroleum 
and petroleum products were based on experienced costs of private and contract 
barge operation. 

“In other reports and in the 1954 review of the navigation economics on the 
Arkansas River, constructed rates with relationship to private and contract barge 
operating costs were used. Statistics for 1955 reveal that about 90 percent of 
the total commerce moved on the Mississippi River system did not move on 
published rates. For this reason, the use of constructed rates based on private 
and contract operating costs is more realistic than the use of those based on the 
tariffs of common carrier barge operators. 

“On page 4 of his prepared statement, Mr. Thompson presents a tabulation 
comparing average savings per ton as given in House Document No. 758 with 
estimated savings on seven other waterways. Per-ton savings on the prospective 
traffic on the Arkansas River are shown as a percent of the unit savings on the 
seven listed waterways, which unit savings were determined by the corps in 1955, 
based on 1953 traffic and transportation charges. It should be noted that the 
transportation savings computed in 1955 for the seven listed waterways was done 
on an entirely different basis than the study of transportation savings on the 
Arkansas River. The seven listed waterways have been in operation for a number 
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of years. In computing current benefits on a going waterway, transportation 
savings are allocated to the waterways on which the traffic moves. In the study 
of the Arkansas River all estimated transportation savings are credited to that 
project, because it will generate the traffic. For example, on a movement of 
iron and steel products from Birmingham, Ala., to Little Rock, Ark., the traffic 
will move on the Warrior River, the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, the Mississippi 
River, and the Arkansas River. Transportation savings on a movement of this 
kind would be credited to the Arkansas River because it will generate the traffic. 
However, if the Arkansas River were a going project, transportation benefits 
would be allocated on a ton-mile basis to the waterways on which the traffic 
moves. Consequently, the comparison made by Mr. Thompson is not considered 
valid. 

“7. ‘Error No. 3.—The Corps of Engineers erred in its analysis and evaluation 
of the Arkansas River Waterway and in recommending the construction thereof; 
and the Chief of Engineers erred in overriding the adverse recommendation of 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors—the agency designated by the 
Congress to review navigation projects reports made by the Corps of Engineers.’ 


“RAILROAD OBJECTIONS 


“4. The remarks of railroad representatives before the Senate Appropriations 
Committee pertain to the navigation features thereof. The statement of Mr. 
C. N. Thompson, waterway analyst, Association of American Railroads, alleges 
that three specific errors were made by the Corps of Engineers in its report in 
House Document No. 798. These are: 

‘“‘a. The acceptance of commerce which does not (except sporadically) utilize 
barge transportation presently available on existing waterways of long standing. 

“b. The use of constructed barge rates related to private and contract water- 
earrier costs for all commerce except less-than-barge-lot commerce, and the use of 
constructed barge rates related to what has long been termed the Ex parte 96 
formula for less-than-barge-lot commerce. 

““e. The Chief of Engineers erred in overriding the adverse recommendation of 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. 

“The statement by Mr. ©. J. Binder, spokesman for eight railroads serving the 
area, is general in character. The points raised by the railroad representatives 
are discussed in subsequent paragraphs. 

“5. ‘Error No. 1.—The Corps of Engineers erred in its acceptance of 1,258,711 
tons of lumber, bauxite, flour, feed, canned food, and cotton and in its acceptance 
of 1,439,000 tons of unidentified less-than-barge-lot commerce as being properly 
attributable to the Arkansas River, and in identifying the same as average annual 
tonnage throughout the period of amortization.’ 

“It has been a common experience that the type and volume of tonnage on a 
waterway after it is improved varies considerably from the tonnage considered 
prospective in the authorizing document. There is nothing strange or in error that 
a review of the tonnage considered as prospective in 1941 for an improved Arkansas 
River discloses certain items which under present-day economic conditions would 
not move. Lumber, bauxite, cotton, rice, zinc concentrates and manufactured 
fertilizer were not included as prospective commerce in the review made in 1954. 
Tonnages for these items as well as for other commodities would be included if a 
traffic survey indicated that savings would be realized. Neither origins or desti- 
nations, nor commodities or methods of transport can be considered static for 
many of the commodities included in the report. Any reconsideration of prospec- 
tive tonnage and estimated savings made at this time would be subject to question 
in 15 years as is the study contained in House Document 758, based on 1941 data, 
now being questioned. The implication of Mr. Thompson’s statement of error 
No. 1 is that if the project report contains a specific amount of a specific com- 
modity, any review of the prospective or actual traffic attained should show the 
same items. This obviously is impossible of attainment. On developed water- 
ways the shipment of some commodities have greatly exceeded expectations; 
others have fallen far short or failed to develop at all. The district engineer’s 
estimate in House Document No. 758 did not allow for any future growth. For 
examples of tonnage growth, a number of selected navigation improvements are 
shown in the tabulation below, together with the anticipated tonnage estimate and 
the year in which it was made; the year in which the official records indicate that 
the improvement was opened for traffic; and the tonnage for 1955. 
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Anticipated tonnage 
Opened to | Tonnage 





Project traffic in thou- 
Year of Amount sands, 1955 
estimate | 1,000 tons 
ee ar oe a ee eee 1930 | 19, 000 1940 18, 635 
Illinois Waterway.__._--._- 4 aocndaineaeiiewa oedema 1926 7, 500 1933 21, 263 
CP) oc eks ee neat Lhe uduhondeedeemee 1908 | 29, 000 1929 71, 461 
Gulf Intracoastal: | | 
New Orleans to Corpus Christi- -- -- : ae } 91045 3 7,028 1949 * 26, 793 
Drew Geemems G0 BEGGS: « <.. 256. 05-40 sndiness- | 1941 } 2, 930 1944 7, 229 
Kanawha River_.--._.--- : : xcunin aan 1931 | 2, 300 | 1937 | 7, 644 
Cape Cod Canal. Sates rraseatleochso— tana 1934 | I scat 1940 | 13, 388 





! “Freight traffic on M Lississippi River between peanaiedtie Minn., and mouth of the ] Illinois Winereitin, 
2 Existing commerce in 1908. 


8’ Maximum tonnage for any individual section projected to 1945. See p. 15, H. Doc. 230, 76th Cong., 
March 2, 1939. 


4 For reach from New Orleans to Sabine River, Tex. Amount would be larger if consolidated figures 
for reach from New Orleans to Corpus Christi were available. 


“In reference to Mr. Thompson’s remarks on movement of bauxite, the 1955 


movements were 170,177 tons and 70,773 tons on the Mississippi River System 
and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, respectively, and are shown under the term 
‘aluminum ore’ in the commercial statistics of waterborne commerce. 

“Railroad statements reveal that they are not consistent with their findings 
regarding the Arkansas River. In a statement, May 7, 1945, at a hearing held in 
Little Rock in connection with the Arkansas River report printed as House 
Documents 758, 79th Congress, the railroads agreed with the estimates of savings 
on scrap iron, canned goods, fertilizer, soda ash, iron and steel drums, bauxite, 
lead and zine concentrates, less than bargelot, and less than carlot items. 

“The action of the Chief of E ngineer was in accord with his assigned responsi- 
bility and was predicated on future economic growth of the basin rather than on 
conditions then existing. The Congress had before it the reports of the Board and 
the Chief of Engineers when the project was authorized. 

“8. Both Mr. Thompson and Mr. Binder refer to a benefit-cost ratio of 1.01 for 
the navigation plan. he benefit-cost ratio of the multiple-purpose plan, the plan 
authorized by Congress, is given on page 110 of the report as 1.08. They ignore 
the statement in the discussion on page 108 of the report that ‘The annual charge 
for the navigation plan presented in section IV of this report are about equal to 
the evaluated benefits, and the power plan presented in section V is not desirable 
at this time; however, when the two plans are coordinated into the multiple- 
purpose plan presented in this section of the report, a large savings in the cost for 
both navigation and hydroelectric power generation results.’ 

“9. Mr. Binder points out the investment which the railroads have in the 
Arkansas River Valley. Low-cost water transportation, through the stimulus 
that it gives to the general economic development of the area it serves, creates 
opportunities for new investments. New investments, in turn, are expected_to 
provide more traffic for the railroads.” 

The Chief of Engineers concluded, upon completion of the review of the project 
in 1954, that the ultimate economic feasibility of the plan appeared to be estab- 
lished, and that the Arkansas River project should remain authorized as an 
approved long-range pian for water resource development in the Arkansas River 
Basin. Consequently, it is considered that no further studies are, required to 
determine the overall economic justification of the project. 


Mr. AnprrsEN. After all, we are considering a $1 billion proposed 
navigation project and I hold no brief for the railroads in general but 
they have come to the Congress for help to get them out of a very 
serious situation and I do not think it is up to us in Congress, through 
anything we do, to unnecessarily make their situation more difficult. 


ESTIMATES OF NAVIGATION TONNAGE 


It will be noted that the 1955 tonnage on the Missouri River, even 
including sand and gravel and waterway construction is shown in this 
statement, which I have referred to and which you have given me 








844 


permission to put in the record, to be far less than the average annual 
tonnage which the Corps in 1933 estimated for the Missouri River. 
With all due deference to the Corps, that estimate, made 20 years ago, 
has proven to be far too high. The predicted tonnage has not de- 
veloped. If the Corps’ figures on the Arkansas which are before us 
now are no more valid than those estimated for the Missouri over r 20 
years ago, the Arkansas project entailing $1 billion would be very, very 
questionable. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there many instances of that character in which 
the estimates have proved to be wholly unrealistic? 

Mr. AnpERSEN. | would like to ask the General for substantiation 
of what I have just said. Am I correct in my statement that the 
corps overestimated the tonnage on the Missouri River in 1933 to 
that extent? 

General Seeman. I am not aware of the specific figures involved 
in that estimate. The figures I have on the Missouri River is that 
the estimate at the time of authorization was 5 million tons by 1980 
and that in 1956 there were 1.1 million tons, exclusive of waterway- 
improvement material. 

This is a question which is brought up frequently on waterways. 
Take, for example, on the upper Mississippi. At the time of authori- 
zation, the estimate was 9 million tons. In 1956, 2.3 times that 
amount moved, or 20.7 million tons. 

On the Illinois Waterway, the estimate at the time of authoriza- 
tion—and that was about the same time, in the early 1930s—was 
7.5 million tons, and, in 1956, the last year for which we have the 
record, 3 times that amount, or 23.4 million tons, moved. 

There is no question but that, in estimating the future economy 
of an area, there is a large amount of judgment. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You overestimated the tonnage on the lower 
Missouri. Is that not due to the difference in characteristics of the 
river? 

General Seuman. We do our best to determine the commodities and 
the tonnages and, sometimes, the area develops into an entirely 
different economy. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I do not want the record to show anything that is 
not the fact. But is it not a fact that, based on the navigation ton- 
nage record to date, there is every indication of a considerable over- 
estimate of the tonnage to be developed on the Missouri River? 

General Seeman. I really do not know. 


BEAVER RESERVOIR, WHITE RIVER BASIN, ARK. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Cannon. General Seeman, you are asking a quarter of a million 
dollars to complete planning on the Beaver Rese rvoir in Arkansas. 
We have appropriated a total of $525,000 to date for that reservoir, 
but you never have made an estimate as to the benefit-cost ratio, 
or, at least, you never have submitted one to the committee. Why 
have you delayed the determination of the benefit-cost ratio on the 
Beaver Reservoir? 

General Sreman. The last one reported to the Congress was 1.13, 
in connection with the 1956 hearings. We have not yet developed the 
detailed planning to provide a new benefit-cost ratio. 
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Mr. Cannon. 1.13? 

General SrEMAN. Yes, in 1956. Since that time, there have been 
new criteria for evaluating the power. We have gotten new power 
values from the Federal Power Commission, we have had further 
discussions with the Southwestern Power Administration, the market- 
ing authority, and we have made further foundation investigations. 
We have tentatively come to the conclusion that a dam site about 
one-half mile upstream is a better engineering feasibility, but the 
exact determination of the design and the cost allocation between 
purposes we have not arrived at, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. There is no reason why you should not make a 
change here if the data indicates necessity for a change. Have you 
acquired the site? 

General Szkeman. We have not acquired any real estate. We have 
gotten rights of entry to make our surveys. 


LOCATION OF SITE 


Mr. Cannon. Is it likely that you will change the site of the 
reservoir? 

General Seeman. The latest recommendation of our engineers is 
that there is a better site about one-half mile away. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any further questions on ‘‘ Advance engi- 
neering and design?”’ 


START OF CONSTRUCTION PRIOR TO COMPLETION OF STUDIES ON 
ARKANSAS RIVER 


Mr. Botanp. I have a few regarding the Arkansas River and 
tributaries. 

We have spent $1,210,000; you ask $900,000 for fiscal year 1959, and 
you will need $1,258,000 to complete the studies after 1959. 

This is a study concerning mostly navigation, is it not, and we 
have already started construction on a good many of the projects for 
this particular Arkansas River and tributaries project? 

General Seeman. Yes. You will recall there is also involved in that 
the segment of bank stabilization where there is emergency bank 
stabilization of about $25 million, and the large projects of Eufaula, 
Keystone, and Dardanelle. 

Mr. Botanp. Is Oologag another? 

General Seeman. Oologah stands on its own feet. 

Mr. Botanp. Why do we get started on those projects before the 
the engineering studies are completed on the whole system? If you 
need money for a general study on the Arkansas River and its tribu- 
taries, why is it not well to complete those studies before starting 
projects? 

General Seeman. As a general principle, that is exactly correct. 
The circumstances surrounding this overall project were well stated 
by Mr. Kirwan. 

Mr. Botanp. I know it is not the fault of the corps. I recall the 
day when these were put in the bill. 

General Seeman. The engineering part of a $1 billion project will 
run about 10 or 15 percent, let us say, in round numbers. This in 
itself is $150 million. So what we are really talking about is a very 
small portion of that if it is determined to be public policy to go on 
with this project. 
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Mr. Bouanp. It would seem to me that we ought to complete the 
studies on the general overall project before we start construction on 
projects within the grand program itself, then we are better able to 
determine whether or not these projects should be built. It would 
seem to me that we are taking things in reverse, building the projects 
and then completing the advance engineering and design on the 
general overall project. Actually this 1s a study. It says “Balance 
to complete general studies.’’ This is in regard to a general study of 
the Arkansas River and its tributaries with respect to investigation 
for flood control, navigation, and all incidentals that go with it. It 
would seem to me we should complete that study before we start 
constructing projects when we don’t know if they would be recom- 
mended after the study has been completed. Are we doing it in 
reverse here? 

General SzremMan. If we could complete all those studies ahead of 
time, it would certainly make our engineers sleep better. 

Mr. Boxanp. Is that generally done on programs for particular 
rivers? Do you not complete the study first and then recommend 
what projects ought to be built? 

General Seeman. We do not have enough occasions where a whole 
basin development is undertaken at one time as this is where we 
isolate the projects as a new start. For example, yesterday we dis- 
cussed one particular project for flood control and water conservation. 
There we do that. Flood control lends itself to progressing by 
individual segments much more than a navigation project. 

Mr. Bo.anp. What percent of this is navigation, would you say? 

General Seeman. The benefits attributable to navigation are 
roughly $40 million out of the total of $64 million annually. 

Mr. Botanp. It would seem, again I repeat, that we should com- 
plete the study before we start ac tually constructing projects. That is 
good business. 

General Seeman. There are three general segments of planning and 
design. Of course, the word “planning” means different things to 
different people. But these general studies applied to the whole 
basin is one thing. Then your preconstruction planning and design 
where you go so far as to develop plans and specifications to take 
bids on the first large increment. In the construction stage, later 
parts, the plans and specifications are prepared out of construction 
money. 

Mr. Botanp. It would seem to be difficult to determine whether a 
project is worthwhile or feasible unless the general study has been 
completed. This is for a general study of the Arkansas River and 
tributaries. 

General SEEMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. | realize the difficult situation the corps is in many 
times. In this particular program we have started construction of 3 
very costly reservoirs, Eufaula, $154 million; Keystone, $152 million; 
Dardanelle, which will cost about $95 million. We have already 
started construction of these projects which are part of the general 
overall program for the Arkansas River and its tributaries; have we 
not? 

General SrEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanr. It seems we are doing this job in reverse. 
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INTERAGENCY STUDIES 


Mr. Cannon. As a matter of fact, your interagency studies were 
completed to a point where you were in position to make determination 
as to these individual projects, is that not true? 


General Seeman. Yes, sir, during the interagency studies, we 
restudied the comprehensiv e navigation plan as a part of that. On 
that basis we came to the Congress with a letter to the Public Works 
Committee in 1955. General ‘Sturgis was then Chief. It might be 
useful to have that letter of early 1955 inserted in the record. 

Mr. Cannon. You may put it in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows: ) 


Marcu 31, 1955. 
Hon. Cuaries A. BUCKLEY, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CyarrmMan: During the course of the inter-agency study of the 
Arkansas-White-Red River basins the Corps of Engineers has conducted a re- 
view of the large project for improvement of the Arkansas River for navigation 
and related multiple-purpose developments, which was approved initially by 
Congress in the River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946, and modified in subse- 
quent acts. I wish to advise you at this time of the results of that review. 

In accordance with instructions from your committee, and from the Bureau of 
the Budget, the Corps of Engineers undertook in 1953 a complete review of the 
entire authorized civil works program with a view to determining which projects 
were active and appropriate for current construction and which for various 
reasons should be considered inactive. In making this review it became evident 
that certain projects could not be classified definitely at that time as active or 
inactive without additional detailed studies. These projects were classified as 
“deferred for restudy.’”’” The Arkansas River project, exclusive of emergency 
bank stabilization work, and the Keystone and Oologah Reservoirs, was among 
the projects so classified. 

The main features of the approved Arkansas River project consist of a series 
of canals, locks, and dams for slack water 9-foot navigation from the Mississippi 
River up the Arkansas and Verdigris Rivers to Catoosa, Okla., near Tulsa; fa- 
cilities for the “ stabili zation of the banks in the interest of navigation and flood 
protection; the development of hydroelectric power at the Dardanelle, Ozark, 
Short Mountain, and Webbers Falls Dams on the main stem upstream from 
Little Rock; the Oologah Reservoir upstream from the head of navigation on the 
Verdigris River for flood control, water supply for the navigation project, and 
hydroelectric power; Keystone Reservoir on the main stem of the Arkansas River 
upstream from Tulsa for the control of sediment from the upper Arkansas River, 
flood control, and hydroelectric power; and the Eufaula Reservoir on the Canadian 
River for the control of sediment from the Canadian River, flood control, and 
hydroelectric power. 

Our review of this project indicates a number of modifications which are 
desirable because of changes in economic conditions and regional water use 
requirements. In summary they contemplate deferral of the hydroelectric 
installations at the Keystone, Oologah, Webber Falls and Ozark projects; the 
substitution of an off-river navigation channel on the north side of the Arkansas 
River downstream from Pine Bluff in lieu of improving the Arkansas River for 
navigation in that reach, and the inclusion of needed water supply storage in the 
Keystone and Oologah Reservoirs. 

The deferral of hydroelectric power installations at the four projects is based 
on a determination under present criteria that the power benefits are less than 
the increased costs expected to be incurred by the inclusion of the power installa- 
tions. 

The canalization of the Arkansas River downstream from Pine Bluff presents 
many difficult problems due to the generally unstable nature of the river bed and 
banks. The investigations indicate that an off-river navigation channel on the 
north side would present less difficult problems, and would cost less to construct 
and maintain. It should be noted, however, that with the north bank canal 
route presently being considered, sufficient bank stabilization works would stil! 
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be provided on this reach of the Arkansas River to assure integrity of the levee 
lines below Pine Bluff. 

Provision for water supply storage in the Keystone and Oologah Reservoirs is 
desirable because of the growing need for additional water supply in the vicinity 
of these reservoirs for municipal and industrial uses. 

It is my belief that these changes result in a substantial improvement in the 
project both from an engineering and economic standpoint. The total estimated 
cost, based upon current prices and estimates and the modifications proposed, 
has been reduced from $1,247 million to $1,095 million. 

The navigation features represent about 70 percent of the cost of the improve- 
ments under consideration. Consequently a further review has been made of 
navigation benefits based upon present and anticipated future development of 
the region. This review indicates that the availability of modern waterborne 
transportation to the area which would be served by the improvements would 
aid its economic development and that substantial navigation traffic in bulk 
commodities would develop. Recognizing the uncertainties of the review since 
time and money were not available to make a complete navigation benefit survey 
based upon present conditions, the Corps of Engineers has used a figure of $40 
million annual savings in transportation costs. Based on this amount, the project 
as modified will have a future estimated benefit-cost ratio of about 1.15. However, 
this estimate is based upon future economic development, the characteristics of 
which cannot be predicted with certainty. Moreover the plan as a whole will 
necessarily take many years to complete, and during intermediate stages benefits 
to navigation will not develop proportionately to project expenditures. Therefore, 
while the ultimate economic feasibility of the plan appears to be established, the 
margin of future net benefits over costs and the reliability of estimates are 
insufficient to justify a commitment to construction of the plan as a whole in the 
immediate future. 

Certain features of the plan can be constructed independently, since their 
benefits without the entire improvement would exceed their costs. These in- 
clude a substantial part of the bank stabilization work and the initial construction 
of the Oologah Reservoir for the primary purpose of flood control. The remaining 
part of the improvement, which is by far the larger part, including the navigation 
channel and reservoirs required by navigation for sediment control, must be 
built essentially as a unit under a well-planned and continuing construction 
schedule. If they are undertaken separately, or if the construction period is 
unduly prolonged, the engineering problems will be further complicated and a 
favorable benefit-cost ratio may not be realized. 

In any evaluation of this project, it should be understood that difficult and 
complicated engineering problems are involved which cannot be fully resolved 
except by the detailed engineering studies which are possible only in the pre- 
construction planning and construction stages. Many of these problems arise 
because of the large amounts of sediment carried by the river and of the unstable 
nature of the river bed and banks. While the engineering problems are admittedly 
difficult, they can be overcome as difficult problems have been solved elsewhere, 
under the urgent requirements of economic and regional development. 

The status of the plan is affected by provisions of Budget Circular A—47 dated 
December 31, 1952. Paragraph 7b of this circular provides that where substantial 
changes have occurred in total cost, scope, or economic evaluation since sub- 
mittal of the report upon which authorization is based, a revised evaluation report 
will be required. The projects in question are subject to this requirement, and 
the evaluation report, in order to be approved by the Bureau of the Budget, will 
presumably have to establish current economic justification in accordance with 
other provisions of that circular. 

After consideration of all of these factors I have concluded that the Arkansas 
River project with the modifications described previously, which I propose to 
make, should remain authorized as an approved long-range plan for water re- 
source development in the Arkansas River Basin. It should no longer be con- 
sidered as “‘deferred for restudy.’”’ However, only those features of the plan 
indicated previously in this letter as justified separately at the present time 
should be considered as a part of the active program. The timing for construction 
of other features will depend upon economic development and regional needs, at 
such time as immediate rather than future economic justification can be demon- 
strated in a reevaluation report to be submitted to the Bureau of the Budget and 
to the Public Works Committees. 

The current drafts of the Arkansas-White-Red Inter-Agency report reflect 
substantially the foregoing determination as to the status of the Arkansas River 
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project. The Bureau of the Budget is also being advised of the action taken in 
this case. 
Sincerely yours, 
S. D. Srurers, Jr., 
Major General, United States Army, 
Chief of Engineers. 


Exact letter sent to Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, 





Nore. 
same date. 


BEAVER RESERVOIR, WHITE RIVER BASIN, ARK. 


Mr. Cannon. We were told last year that this location at Beaver 
Dam was the most favorable location for the development of power 
in the entire State of Arkansas, that of all the positions in which 
it was proposed to develop power in the entire State of Arkansas, 
which has many fine power sites, that this was the most favorable 
for that purpose. 

If you should change your site, would that affect that situation? 
I notice here in your justifications you say that the powerhouse at 
the base of the dam will contain two 32,000 kilowatt generating 
units, a very favorable situation. 

Would the change of site in any respect change and would it at 
all deteriorate the capacity of the proposed dam? 

General Sreman. No, sir, the proposed site change is to better use 
the foundation and water supply characteristics of the basin. The 
exact amount of power to be installed is not certain. There has been 
discussion with the Federal Power Commission as to advisability of 
installation of 120,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Cannon. It is so favorable you are considering enlarging our 
first plants? 

General Seeman. I would not say it is so favorable until we de- 
termine—this benefit-cost ratio last reported is not one of the best. 

Mr. Cannon. The site is so adjusted to the production of power 
that you have considered producing even more power than is proposed 
here? 

General Seeman. That is possible, yes. 

Mr. Cannon. You are pushing that proposition, pushing the plan- 
ning? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir, I believe this is the second or third year 
of the preconstruction planning. 

Mr. Cannon. There is a great demand for power in that area 
although we are opening shortly Table Rock Dam and already have 
Bull Shoals. 

General SEEMAN. Later on we come to where we are adding some 
of the additional units at Bull Shoals as part of the overall White 
River System. 

Mr. Cannen. In order to complete the grid there and utilize to the 
fullest the potentialities of power there this Beaver Dam ought to 
be completed as soon as possible. 

General Seeman. Beaver Dam will be part of the system. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? 


ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION 


Mr. AnpERSEN. Along the line Mr. Boland brought out, [ am dis- 
turbed somewhat about that myself. 
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Take Dardanelle, General 

General SreMan. This is going back to the Arkansas River. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Yes. We have planned locks there, have we not? 

General SzEeMan. Yes, sir, the navigation system would involve 
between 20 and 25 locks and dams. 

Mr. AnpEeRSEN. They are based upon the assumption that there 
will be a certain amount of traffic through them? 

General SerMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Do you know that traffic will develop down below 
or go along that stretch of river from Dardanelle down to the mouth? 

General Seeman. No, there will not be any through traffic from 
Dardanelle to the mouth. It is only Dardanelle being constructed. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. How did you come to the conclusion you had to 
commit yourself to those locks then at that point unless you knew 
that the traffic generated would be sufficient to justify it? 

General Seeman. That is one of the problems of the survey, sir. 
It was estimated as traffic of the completed system much as the 
upper Mississippi or Ohio. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. In other words, if the traffic does not evolve—— 

General Seeman. It develops as the waterway develops to accom- 
modate it. For the logical extension of the navigation system on 
the Mississippi, it would be logical to proceed from the mouth upward. 
That is to say, to the first large center of transportation at Pine Bluff. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Let us save this discussion until we get to the 
project itself. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. After listening to this colloquy between the members 
of the committee and the Army engineers, not only on this particular 
division but on all the divisions, one can only come to the conclusion 
that if this committee could curtail about half of the projects for 
which we have appropriated money in the past, that we would make 
such a recommendation. 

I do not think the Army engineers should be held responsible for a 
lot of these things. After all, the committees have voted to start these 
projects. Now it would appear that we are coming to our senses, so 
to speak, and have discovered that we made a lot of mistakes. 

When the 9-foot channel was first mentioned on the Missouri River 
I opposed it. I opposed it because I did not think it was fair to the 
railroads. Buta great hue and cry went up to build this 9-foot chan- 
nel, that it was going to save about 5 cents a bushel on all our grain 
that. went south from the grain section of the country. So it was 
authorized and we appropriated money for the 9-foot channel. 

Mr. Chairman, you remember I stood on the floor of the House when 
the 9-foot channel on the Missouri River was first mentioned and I 
opposed it. 

Mr. Cannon. The gentleman was farther sighted than I was be- 
cause I thought at the time there might be a possibility. I gave it a 
fair trial. 

Mr. Jensen. The railroads have been a whipping boy by about 
three-fourths of the American people. To hear a lot of people talk 
about the railroads, you would think a modern Midas owned the 
whole railroad system in America, instead of it being owned by millions 
of people. That is true of a lot of private industry in America. 
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Now, we have made our bed and I guess we will have to sleep in it, 
but I am very thankful that we have finally awakened to the fact that 
we need the railroads. The railroads are now in a bad financial 
condition. Why? Because we have given them every kind of compe- 
tition that it would be possible to give, competition that pays very 
little taxes into the Federal Government or the States or the local 
communities. It is no wonder they are in a bad situation. I hope, 
as I said the other day, that the people will finally realize that 72 
percent of the cost of running the railroads is labor. You knock the 
railroads out and see what happens to our labor force. 


M’GEE BEND RESERVOIR, TEX. 


Now, I want to speak just a minute on this McGee Bend project. 
There is the most unjustified project I know of that was ever started. 
[ opposed that project from its inception. The McGee Bend project 
is one that will flood 50,000 acres of fine timberland. For what? 
To get a project that is from its very nature unjustified. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a couple of questions here I would like to have 
answered for the record. 


(The information referred to follows:) 


Mr. JENSEN. It isn’t often that opposition to Federal water projects is based 
on purely economic considerations. Recent newspaper publicity in the leading 
papers in Texas stress the unsoundness of the authorized project, and propose a 
compromise which apparently will satisfy a large portion of the affected area. 
The papers also criticize the Congress for ignoring the technical advice of the 
Corps of Engineers. 

You have doubtless seen the compromise suggestions. Do you believe that 
these would result in a more sound project, and that our adoption of such a project 
will enable us to complete the McGee Bend development and provide the water 
which is apparently needed? 

General SEEMAN. By letters dated March 29, 1954, to the Committees on 
Public Works, the Chief of Engineers informed the Congress of the alternative 
of modifying the McGee Bend project by eliminating the power features. The 
studies indicated that the modified project without power would have a sub- 
stantially better economic ratio. It may be noted, however, that the design and 
construction work on the project, since Congress first made money available for 
initiating construction in fiscal year 1956, has been on the basis of the three- 
purpose project for flood control, water supply, and power. A considerable part 
of the work accomplished to date would not be useful or necessary if the project 
is modified at this time by eliminating power. Preconstruction planning of the 
multiple-purpose project including power is 100 percent complete. Construction 
on the main dam was started on July 11, 1957, and contracts for construction of 
the spillway and relocation of highway bridge 147 have been awarded. Under 
these circumstances, it is not possible without extensive additional studies to 
determine which project would now be most favorable to complete. 

Mr. JENSEN. In this regard: We understand that there is a water shortage that 
needs to be met; but that there is no immediate or pending power shortage in the 
area to be served by McGee Bend Dam. Is this correct? 

General SremMan. At present there is no power shortage in the area, however, 
new generating facilities will have to be provided in the future to meet the growing 
power needs, and, when available, power from the McGee Bend project can be 
integrated into the regional power supply system. The Southwestern Power 
Administration has expressed the opinion that the power and energy, as presently 
contemplated, can be marketed in such manner as to return revenue sufficient to 
repay the allocated cost of the power facilities plus the estimated marketing cost. 


Mr. JenseN. Now, your Arkansas project, the whole Red River 
and White River project—of course it is a costly project. And as 


projects go, I presume it is as good a project as is the average project 
of this nature. 
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But let us take pledge henceforth that we will take a better look 
at a lot of these projects than we have in the past. Let us think, as I 
have been preaching for years and years, that we had best protect 
private industry, taxpaying private industry, or one of these fine days 
we will not have enough money in the Federal Treasury or we will be 
in such shape there will be no money for any project, whether it be 
good or bad. That is all. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton. 


ARKANSAS RIVER STUDY 


Mr. Fenton. General, this current fiscal year, you received $1,210,- 
000 for these studies? 

General Seeman. What was actually apportioned, in view of the 
expenditure limitation, I am not certain. I believe we got $500,000 
during fiscal 1958. We did not get it from actual appropriations. 
It was reallocated from the construction projects in order that we 
could plan properly, as Mr. Boland has so aptly pointed out. There 
was no overall appropriation last year. That $1,210,000 figure that 
you mentioned, Mr. Fenton, is total appropriations to June 30, 1958. 

Mr. Fenton. How much did you actually get in 1958? 

General Sreman. $500,000, actually, was reallocated in fiscal 1958. 

Mr. Fenton. This year you are asking for $900,000? 

General Sreman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Just what was accomplished with that $500,000? 

General Sreman. As of January 1, which is the latest I have, we 
have about completed 27 percent of this overall planning. That 
varies with these various segments. Our real-estate study, we have 
completed about 17 percent of that, for example. We have com- 
pleted about 95 percent of the studies on these various navigation 
routes below Pine Bluff. We have completed about 12 percent of 
our navigation lock-type determinations, about 6 percent of our 
sedimentation studies. 

Mr. Fenton. Are there any construction items in this item? 

General Seeman. No, sir, nothing at all, except as they may be 
incidental, for example, with our studies of ground-water levels with 
the Geological Survey, where they might go out and drill a test well 
to take records, but that is very, very minor. 

Mr. Fenton. Thank you. 


CoNSTRUCTION 


ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, BANK STABILIZATION AND CHANNEL 
RECTIFICATION (EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION) 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up construction at this point. The 
first project is the ‘Arkansas River and tributaries, bank stabilization 
and channel rectification, emergency construction,” for which $541,000 
is requested. Pages 12 to 17 will be inserted in the record. 

(The pages are as follows:) 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 
ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 


BANK STABILIZATION AND CHANNEL RECTIFICATION (EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION) 


(Continuing) 
Diet GRENG cos is cress Shee eee $541, 000 
po i ee eee er 541, 000 
Terence in Dies entimatein occ csiccccnccdectenuss cases cee YS 0 


The increase will be applied as follows 














1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
| 
Little Rock-Jefferson County Free Bridge: 

Initiate and complete downstream extension of Warnings | 

Bend revetment. $30, 000 | $30, 000 0 
Initiate and complete reinforcement of Ads amsburg Land- 

ing pile revetment. siden 40, 000 40, 000 0 
Complete Hensley Bar cutoff control structures. 104, 000 | 104, 000 0 
Initiate and complete Jack Bradley revetment and dikes 347, 000 347, 000 0 

Arkansas Post Canal-Y er Bridge: complete Menard 
Bend revetment. a ith cictaGhoubuliseaemaa 20, 000 20, 000 | 0 
Total__. aeaiceaenaneey Sag J ccacenbaeee 541, 000 541, 000 | 0 





Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget 


| Revised estimate 


Wilsons Rock, Okla.-Fort Smith, Ark 


June 1958. 
Fort Smith-Mill Creek Mountain_-_. 


er) canteens oo 1958 ___- 


| 
| 
niaiiteicsiitdemalia aol a } Do. 
paul Cresk Bieumtain-Biorrinens Die... 5.28.8 enon fa neesaccnenabonna} Do, 
Dardanelle Rock-Morrilton Bridge_.................--- + ie al Do. 
Morrilton Bridge-Fourche La Fave F - io Do. 
Little Rock-Jefferson County Free Bridge a4 1J June 1959 ____ .._.| June 1959. 
Arkansas Post Canal-Yancopin Bridge- etree — August 1958__..._- August 1958. 


Loecition.—Emergency bank-stabilization and channel-rectification construc- 
tion at specific critical localities along 353 miles of the main channel between mile 
376.5 and mile 23.5, where project levees, bridge, and utility crossings and other 
important improve ments are endangere d by bank caving and migrating bends. 
The Arkansas River is a major tributary of the Mississippi River and enters the 
Mississippi at a point abovt 575 miles above the Head of Passes, La. 

Authorization.—1950 and prior river and harbor and flood control acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—Not applicable to emergency construction. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 





er ro SF Sapa nidsinaaainnc atacand A  —">F SEE 
SE ST OUNEED UNE. a5 .cn cacncccaedecatusmsnsssscnbebaeeousassased Or IendiiteaLasiihien 
ee CUINIINE oo boos ae Sc nwnsddcu sane biiaeetit~aeradnaeiesickdinknke OO its wantin Acai eseicstleess 
a ial ts ansaid esinpmainlididinalttaiale ihtidcelescccowss 
Se SEY BOEEEE ONE. ic cocasloenbocasanannaneccacnene manietenana lees DD REG Beaciiecasncennase 
Yow OR EY 8 ee eee ee Se  Boiickinecnns ines 
ADDT Cree Fee Rene WON IO iiss veiw cciacticcctcnccusigiccnctuhdsenses LEME Bietccacnucseisce 
ens eel 24, 745, 000 98 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_.......................--..--- 541, 000 100 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Bank stabilization and channel rectification (emergency construction) : 





Revetment | Excavation 





Reach and dikes for pilot 

(feet) channels 
(cubic yards) 
ee seek, Onis. 66 Port Smith, Ark............-...............-.c2--.-- 90, 000 1, 990, 000 
NT ee ee ee eee. nnawmeweenacntddei 23, 400 346, 200 
Mili Creek Mountain to Morrisons Bluff_--_...............-..-..--..-.--.- 24, 300 592, 700 
Dardanelle Rock to Morrilton Bridge. _.................------- 22 81, 600 677, 900 


Morrilton Bridge to Fourche la Fave 


er a ee i etree } 14, 700 327, 400 
Little Rock to Jefferson County free bridge - sia eA ; 96, 600 2, 789, 700 
Jefferson County free bridge to Rob Roy Bridge ______________- ieee 17, 000 | aida cee 
ep oy Brictge to Arxenees Post Canal _................................... | NS okie esteae 
Arkansas Post Canal to Yancopin Bridge----__...................-........-- 12, 000 | 





Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent wate” ~% sched- 














complete 
Rm grmmrrrentarr isan 

Wilsons Rock, Ckla. to Fort Smith, Ark a ly i oa alee 96 Fr June 1958. 
Fort Smith to Mill Creek Mountain : EE Rh Te P ee nO EER x9 Do. 
Mill Creek Mountain to Morrisons Bluff....______--__-.-.-.-----_---- piea 99 Do. 
Dardanelle Rock to Morrilton Bridge__...._..._._.....----.- eee 99 Do. 
Morrilton Bridge to Fourche la Fave. a ee ae ee 95 | Do. 
Little Rock to Jefferson County free bridge _ eae See aa 84 | June 1959. 
Jefferson County Free Bridge to Rob Roy Bridge________- siiecn acai at 100 | 


Rob Roy Bridge to Arkansas Post Canal 


Sk a ea 100 
Arkansas Post Canal to Yancopin Bridge 


Cu Ree cnt tet blared mbunded aoe 91 | August 1958. 





JUSTIFICATION 


Bank stabilization and channel rectification is an integral feature of the approved 
multiple-purpose plan of development of the Arkansas River. The Arkansas 
River is subject to unusually severe shifting of alinement, migration of bends, 
and caving banks. Each major deviation from its course, if left uncontrolled, 
produces a great economic loss to vital communication facilities, tre ansportation 
routes, and power and fuel transmission lines and results in the irreplaces ible loss 
of fertile agricultural lands. The present program of emergency bank stabiliza- 
tion and channel rectification is limited to specific critical localities where project 
levees, bridge, utility crossings, and other important improvements are threatened 
with damage or destruction by caving banks and migrating bends. 

The Federal Government, together with local improvement districts, has 
invested more than $37 million in the construction of levees to protect more than 
214 million acres of agricultural and urban lands within the flood plain of the river 
between Tulsa and the mouth. Also, there are 117 crossings of the Arkansas 
River between Tulsa and the mouth. These crossings consist of highways, 
railways, pipelines, waterlines, and transmission lines. Many of the pipelines 
carry petroleum products, including natural gas, to large industrial centers in 
the Northern and Eastern States. The loss of these crossings would have a far- 
reaching effect on a wide area of the Nation and an immediate impact on military 
installations and defense industries. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $541,000 will be applied to: 
Reach and feature item: 

Little Rock-Jefferson County free bridge: 
Initiate and complete downstream extension of Warings Bend Reach total 


CNG NE seks oe uk 4 ng boee anneal $30, 000 
Initiate and complete reinforcement of Adamsburg Landing pile 
Ce nnn aeieaal 40, 000 
Complete Hensley Bar cutoff-control structures___......---- 104, 000 
Initiate and complete Jack Bradley revetment and dikes-_- --- 347, 000 
Arkansas post canal-Yancopin Bridge: Complete Menard Bend 
I hd a cs oa ag hs aes es A to bs ws Ts nase dena ee ed 20, 000 
Bee cone 
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In the Little Rock-Jefferson County Free Bridge reach, the request for Warings 
Bend represents the minimum funds needed to extend the existing revetment, 
completed in September 1954, 1,700 linear feet downstream in order to provide 
protection to the Head of Fourche Island to Pennington Bayou project levee. 
The request for the Adamsburg Landing revetment and dikes provides for the 
reinforcement of the pile revetment at mile 124.7, which was damaged by the 
spring flood of 1957. Additional damage to this structure could result in the loss 
of the three dikes located immediately downstream and damage to the North 
Little Rock to Gillett (above Plum Bayou) project levee. At the Hensley Bar 
Cutoff the completion of the downstream control structures can now be accom- 
plished, relieving the threatened damage to the Tucker Lake project levee. The 
proposed work at Jack Bradley Bend is required to compensate for the loss of the 
Jack Bradley pile dike system during the spring flood of 1957. The loss of the 
dike system permits the river to attack the left bank above the Jefferson County 
Free Bridge, endangers the North Little Rock to Gillett project levee, and makes 
possible the flanking of the left abutment of the Jefferson County Free Bridge. 

In the Arkansas Post Canal-Yancopin Bridge reach, the request represents the 
minimum funds required to complete the Menard Bend revetment and the present 
emergency construction in this reach. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required for emergency bank stabilization. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—-No change from latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress for emergency bank stabilization. However, adjustments 
have been made within the overall estimate to reflect cost experie nee, contract 
awards, and changes due to final design and river conditions. 





Dumnary construction aren (e-2), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 








| 














- “ , 
| Total to | Current Budget fis- | | Balance to 
Feature |Project cost; June 30, fiscal year cal year | complete 
| estimate | 1957 | 1958 1959 =| after fiscal 
| | } year 1959 
| | | 
(1 i Ce To ar eS 
EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION | | 
Lands and damages. -__- orm 712, 000 38, 000 | 3, 000 | 0 
Bank stabilization sel .....-.--| 21,042,000 | 18,372,500 | 2, 083, 300 | 586, 200 | 0 
Engineering and design__ ...---| 1,647,400 1, 459, 100 | 151, 200 37, 100 0 
Supervision and administration. --- | 1,843,600 | 1, 645, 400 | 153, 500 | 44, 700 0 
nip ucine lla aa Re gg Me ae a ass 
Total applied cost (emergency proj- | 
ect) (Federal funds only) - | 25, 286, 000 | 22,189,000 | 2, 426, 000 671, 000 | 0 
Undistributed cost -.._-- Bisa’ iii ~ aha Sac chee 600 | —600 | sabalsd 
Total emergency project cost (Fed- | 
ok) ee 25, 286, 000 | 22,189,600 | 2,425, 400 | 671, 000 | 0 
Pending adjustments. ; peices bin ean d —1, 400 | BO Ae no inten i 
Total cost (emergency pan seed | | 
eral funds only)... - _.| 25, 286,000 | 22,188,200 | 2, 426, 800 | 671, 000 0 
Undelivered orders bat shows dental | 798, 400 —798, 400 | 
Total obligations_.............------].-----------] 2 986, 600 | 1, , 628, 400 0 | 671, 000 | 0 
METHOD OF FINANCING r | 
| | } | 
Federal funds: | 
Appropriations = 23, 335,000 | 1, 430,000 | 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956__| | 20,000 |-. |. i 
Unobligated carryover from prior year-|_.-.......-.|~---- 328, 400 | 130, 000 ol Seine 
Total funds available for obligation_.|.........--.|..---------.| 1, 758,400 |... lies he 
Appropriations required..._..........-|---- aaa 541, 000 
Non-Federal contributions. - - - | None 
| 


None | None | None | None 





Mr. Cannon. In view of the fact the 1959 request completes the 
work, I suppose there are no questions on this. 
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RED RIVER LEVEES AND BANK STABILIZATION BELOW DENISON DAM, 
TEX., ARK., AND LA. 


We will take up the project, Red River levees and bank stabilization 
below Denison Dam, Tex., Ark., and La., for which $400,000 is re- 
quested. Insert pages 18a to 22 for the record. 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Rep River Levees aND Bank SraBiuizaTion BeLtow Denison Dam, TEx., 
ARK., AND La. 


(Continuing) 
I he eo $300, 000 
i eileen er psd mish his miaa ialoepibid 400, 000 
IRN ED DUI, NCE OD sc a on mah nlg wick eed cosmieieae pw ene 100, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 














| 1959 budget | Revised Increase 
estimate 
A STC Ah OE Sats Ey Smee erasah a ety tk I 
| 

Complete Herman Taylor bank patents... el ce $48, 000 $48, 000 0 
Initiate Spirit Lake bank Acoma Bie a Leino aeneanene 206, 000 300, 000 $94, 000 
Engineering and design __.___..........----- ia oc aeceaete 16, 000 16, 000 | 0 
Supervision and administration...............-.-.....-.----- 30, 000 36, 000 6, 000 

canal ied 


TOtALenenn nanan annneenneneneeenecneeeenecnneeen-] 800, 000 i 400, 000 | 100, 000 


Revised completion schedule 





| 1959 Budget | Res Revised estimate 
--| 








re el hn danennmnmiondeud | June 1965_........- June 1963. 


eS aa 2S) 8 OR SSS SS ee ae Ds at ae Do. 
eo ee coat ectmed sin MDSo cee cae EC Do. 


Rep River LEveEEsS AND BANK STABILIZATION BELOW Denison Dam, Texas, 
ARKANSAS AND LOUISIANA 


(Continuing) 


Location.—Along the main stem of Red River from the vicinity of Index, Tex. 
(Mile 485), to Boyce, La. (Mile 148), and passing through the southwest corner 
of Arkansas 

Authorization.—Flood Control Act of July 24, 1946. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.36 to 1. 





Summarized Financial Data 














Accumulated 

Amount percent of esti- 

mated Federal 

cost 

Estimated Federal cost_............-- Sis cs eiebinas kes ecptp are chslbesddigpaeiasoaninbataadeoaiaaknie $9, 670, 000 wnessvceliciiaiaestiiiiaei 
ne a cscentiapnageeipinn wadlndiee = weasel | BNO Sv cattpacedicmace 
RN, | dikirh iilnmbbariewetbenttadubininccthdonsgunatwadit DD Eade tctshdicnen 
tals io en nial dmbtigngdadeeieniantiahsakseonpitalbntin” 200, GOP iwesnlaccdanasios 
Total estimated project cost...............- ci uuepinpisi aaa eawada WE Tacuctosnaussees 
EE a asc acecnascaunnebnésaubidebuabhoukhed rr ee 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958....... eenhtsbiaia nica tbhiiedh talaga sadehmmenaauiieae’ CO 
en.  svainesereponsasacagacconuasas 7, 034, 000 7 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1959_................-----..--.----- 300, 000 7 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. ...............-..-----------.-.- ONE Ltccaccticenwtonn 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 

Average height, 10 feet. 

Total length (both banks), 393 miles. 
Bank protection: Total length (both banks), 17.6 miles. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 





Percent | Completion sched- 


com- ule 
plete 
Sad oo hte ernedeeonuseedee ties steed $tbdS wanandnsadowe sesecceasassss 83 | June 1965. 
er URN, 5. nn abe loci see Sehecc aah tnnebacetdsbasesecees 55 Do. 
ah cise Ses is abtiinte dj nncbdbbhncecn donb esbeeeneaee 62 Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is an integral part of the authorized “‘reservoir-levee” plan for the 
alleviation of floods in the Red River Basin below Denison Dam, Tex. Between 
1843 and 12900, the Red River was subiected to six great floods. Since 1900; great 
floods downstream from Denison; in descending order of magnitude, occurred in 
1945, 1908, and 1938. The floods resulted in crop damages, loss of livestock; and 
physical damage to levees, railroads, highways, industries, and other urban and 
rural developments. The flood of 1945 caused damages estimated at $16,000,000, 
including $6,500,000 in crop losses. For the 3$-year period 1908—46, 45 lives have 
been lost and flood damage has amounted to $113,700,000. Protection is needed 
for urban industrial areas and the excellent farming areas which have been sub- 
jected to recurring floods. Bank-protection works will stabilize the banks and 
channel, and prevent or serve in lieu of expensive levee setbacks and relocation of 
highways and railroads, in highly developed areas. Annual flood-control benefits 
from the levee and bank-stabilization features to the project are estimated at 
$805,000. 

Due to the great transportation network in the Red River Basin, together with 
industrial plants, large food and fiber production areas, and such important in- 
stallations as Lone Star and Red River Ordnance Works near Texarkana, and 
Barksdale Air Force Base and Louisiana Ordnance Works near Shreveport, it is 
considered that proper flood protection of the Red River Basin is highly important. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $300,000 will be applied to: 


Complete Herman Taylor bank protection__._..........-..-..------ $48, 000 
Initiate Spirit Lake bank protection... ....00.0..22.22 else 206, 000 
ISRGUSOTI ORT GRIN. 6 oe 6a 3 ay. 4a ide Aes ~ Lae cee 16, 000 


Bupervinon: ane woneniration.. .. ... 5. ese cdenues eho sweeeewee 30, 000 


OURS 5g SEG SEA Go mthaidg insane igicin nade banana ae 300, 000 
Protection is required at Herman Taylor to stop bank caving, thereby prevent- 
ing the loss of valuable farmlands, public roads, and other utilities. Bank pro- 
tection is required at Spirit Lake to prevent relocation of an improved highway, 
levee, and the loss of valuable land and improvement. 
Non-Federal costs —The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
——- of the authorized project is estimated at $200,000, broken down as 
ollows: 


Deas OF Caries. oe ee es ee. Uae. Bee. cenaode $40, 000 
sate US Soe were. U5. a: 3 Jap Sas. ba ea oat soa ae eee 160, 000 
TOM 254. icc Lote e ea eee ee eee 200, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain the structures upon completion. The 
annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $163,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have furnished assurances required 
by law for levee work accomplished and proposed and for all bank protection 
accomplished to date. No difficulty is anticipated in obtaining rights-of-way for 
bank protection. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$9,670,000 is an increase of $140,000 over the latest estimate ($9,530,000) sub- 
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mitted to Congress. The increase is due to higher price levels and provision for 
contributions to the retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB~-1)—fiscal years 1968 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 





Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

adele chet Ricci aeabiikodhapseesencab\rateesette | $2, 589,000 | $2,033,000 |..........-.}.........-.. $556, 000 
Sens ee ode ecduereme 5, 454, 800 2, 869, 000 $720, 200 $254, 000 1, 417, 600 
Engineering and design.................... 663, 600 511, 300 34, 7 16, 000 101, 600 
Supervision and administration..........- 962, 600 711, 300 55, 000 | 30, 000 | 166, 300 


1 
Powel applied cost (Federal funds 
Ee eg 9, 670,000 | 6, 124, 600 809, 900 300,000 | 2, 435, 500 























adi ababietinndkecsnceunenh 9, 670,000 | 6, 124, 600 809, 900 300, 000 2, 435, 500 
Pending iadinants Scat. Ace tb tichdb ana tidncaakhhikestnddenssausen ie anbenabeeetaktokbiitertinpta beeen 
Total cost (Federal funds only)_..-..-. 9, 670,000 | 6, 124, 600 809, 900 300, 000 2, 435, 500 
pe in en eR metaleriele cain +150, 700 = 4 ee —100, 000 
Total obligations... -...............--- Lio twdeduae | 6,275, 300 759,200 | 300,000 2, 386, 500 
METHOD OF FINANCING em os ee a es 
SI Nir wean ccekbcaenedlndn<aunoccen. 6, 254, 500 PORES ha ccditincdctbenceves suse 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956......|............ WIEN Hie ap-cllacisidinstccitineternedieimcnioemun 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_....|............|..-.-...-... I a i aes 
Total funds available for obligation._- sotwstigeise 6, 284, 500 708, 200 ||... psa nnncasase-- 
Appropriation required_._........._- Saari tad : 300, 000 2, 335, 500 





WALNUT BAYOU, RED RIVER BASIN, ARK. 


Mr. Cannoy. If there are no questions on that, we will take up the 
project, ““Walnut Bayou, Red River Basin, Ark.’’ The request is for 
$575,000. Insert pages 23a to 27 for the rec ord. 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Wautnut Bayou, Rep River Basin, ARK. 


(Continuing) 


masta bee .-. $575, 000 


bi Shee Se ier eS 575, 000 
Taeveane f in i tales t estimate_____- Se ae ea Fad 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 





| 








r 
| 1959 budget Revised Increase 
| estimate 
Completion, channel improvement and diversion__....._._- a $532, 000 | $532, 000 0 
Engineering and design. Bie Aaah eet 6a Re 1, 000 | 1, 000 0 
Supervision and al tear ten iapae ait ein 42, 000 42, 000 0 
WO neat tla ee ; | 575, 000 | 575, 000 0 
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Revised completion schedule 








1959 budget Revised estimate 
Channel improvement and diversion. -- pee ceed Un oanede June 1959. 
FR ea acidic a dh aktas ¢btntuinninsersidicudinedbhdindbisbess eee Do. 


Location.—Local protection along Walnut Bayou, located in Little River 
County, Ark., consisting of channel improvement from the Arkansas-Oklahoma 
State line downstream to about mile 7, where a new channel will be constructed to 
divert flows into Red River. 

Authorization.—1955 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost | $800, 000 


ees SPINS GUNS 55. cnc nkcquegidadeddusaidndnpehdahdipnaimmmmnees | 65, 000 [ee ee Ene 

CRA RNONDEDONI 2 3 38. ik beset occundeddasioncbedebedla at Gath eters Rex e as eee 

I GOING aint nnachigusinanepuniiamwetins dinttin hhemsiabipiinillinn dteitiinn single 65, COB nine nnnnsinne 
I li ones cltin dren tevin athicdep etme doing maine menanlneic | | ee 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_.-...-.-.-- peccasene a ensscsignanen coun cbabcigbentinitiesisinioa | TE lncnccusncenneuae 
Appropriations for fiscal yeer 1008... ......... 20. cnccucccennsesaccces~oces SN ieee 
Fe TI hn creer eccdiiing deanntnonainndidinemmpinnaabniiel 225, 000 | 28 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959. .............-..------...----- 575, 000 | 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. _.........---.---...-.-.-.-.----. None 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Relocations: None. 


Channels: 
Improve 16 miles of Walnut Bayou. 
Excavate one-half mile of new channel to divert Walnut Bayou into Red 
River. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent Completion 








complete schedule 
asain a — | ocpiiaheieeemneninn 
Channel improvement and diversion..................-............-...-.- 0 | June 1959. 
Entire project. .......- plate dante ne wnnecaingnamegenmnsationsaavanns wile =a | () Do. 





1 Work has not been initiated. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The channel improvement of Walnut Bayou would provide much needed flood 
protection for 15,000 acres of agricultural land and eliminate the flooding of 
county highways and roads. Based on past records, minor flooding has been 
experienced on an average of 2 times a year, moderate flooding about once each 
year, and major flooding once in 4 to 5 years. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $575,000 will be applied to: 





Completion channel improvement and diversion__._............--- $532, 000 
a nic diate miner aensaeawennocags 1, 000 
Supervision and administration... ....... -. <2 5. 5. eee cs 42, 000 

I donk inne Std Pee ecasanvewewaribudssusbns BMRRE 575, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $65,000, broken down as follows: 


UID, fae 2 SS LO UL ND es Paes eee $45, 000 
Constraction of new bridge... 2 ll See wens 20, 000 
itn nh cman a oso a dite apemn banltene bed tetaaueicceeee 65, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $6,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—A formal resolution of agreement by the Walnut 
Bayou Drainage District of Little River County, Ark., has been accepted and 
forwarded to higher authority by the Tulsa district. Local interests are in the 
process of acquiring necessary rights-of-way and estimate acquisition will be 
completed by May 1958. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost of $800,000 is 
an increase of $279,000 from the latest estimate ($521,000) submitted to Congress. 
As a result of studies which indicated a substantial increase in excavation quan- 
tities, the estimate for the channel work increased by $249,400 based on current 
prices for comparable work in the area. A reanalysis of requirements increased 
the estimate for engineering and design and supervision and administration by 

29,600. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


| | 
Total to | Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 





Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year cal year | complete 

estimate | 1957 1958 1959 | after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
| eae 
Bet | | | | | 

plied aed eenamiceenhouen se $702, 000 |_..-- paises $50, 000 $652, 000 |..-.-..-...- 
Engineering and design..............----.-- 40, 000 $18, 600 | 13, 600 | SRN estotintensnn 
Supervision and administration _-_.....--- 58, 000 | 1, 000 5, 800 DERM Leddiisenacidie 


Total applied cost (Federal funds | | 

eink Rot inciminaten eA 800, 000 19, 600 69, 400 711, 000 
Total project cost (Federal funds 

erase etnies cseSes bay 800, 000 | 19, 600 | 69, 400 PI te essasn ees 
Tee es. canine] enwendeon meet biteatnmennepseil inaeidiniedk ibid Malice maeestnaeise alates lhga. ith A 
lal 80. 3k oases soc vem Boihe sere ebay rie Aco gars eee phe ears aT ake 


69, 400 | 


0 dan denne ei eae amaimupmanetes | 19, 600 |- ‘ 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
| | 
NE 5 cl wkwdadenbunncedecbndime|igucilbesess 25, 000 PEE Diieacioscnnobbsetes si 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956.....|...........-|--....-.... |---------- cinhiasencs SR eas ak te 
Sen SERCO RVET DEIOE WORE, 4. op dennnlesesccenseec|ssecccutaten 5, 400 136, 000 |-------=--- 
Total funds available for obligations_|............|-..---.-..- 205, 400 ue: PRS adie ey 
Appropristion reqaired....-.....5.........}....-..<.... i536 ccpee able kkd sadn dat | 575, 000 |........... 





Mr. Cannon. General Seeman, this local protection project is one 
of those added by the Senate last year. We have not discussed it 
here in the House committee. I will be glad to have your description 
of the project. 

General SreMAN. It was a new start in fiscal 1958 which was 
added by Congress. This has been our first opprotunity to reexamine 
our overall project cost estimate because there were no studies in 
between its authorization and the work of this past year. 
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It has a benefit-cost ratio of 1.5 at present which was an improve- 
ment over what we had previously reported, based upon the data of 
1945. It is 1.5 now compared to 1.02 before. There has been much 
greater dev elopment in the area and the estimate on possible damages 
is greater. There is a slight increase in cost. Our last report to the 
Congress was $521,000. This is quite a sizable increase but it is 
based upon the detailed planning studies we have been able to do 
this past year with the planning funds. 

Excavation amounts have increased. There has been an increase 
in price levels and our Government costs have increased. 


CURRENT STATUS 


Mr. Cannon. There seems to be rather slow progress being made on 
this. We gave you $200,000 last year. Out of that $200 5000 you 
estimate only $69,400 will be obligated by the end of this fiscal year. 

What is the status of construction at this time? 

General Seeman. There is nothing under construction as yet. 
This was a project contemplated to be: completed in 1 year. We were 
caught in the necessity to reduce our expenditures and we had deferred 
all advertising until the very end of the fiscal year. 

Mr. Cannon. This is part of the slow down program then initiated 
in the higher echelons? 

General SreMAN. Yes, sir; it was part of the overall national 
program. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? 


INCREASE IN COST ESTIMATE 


Mr. Jensen. What was the original estimated cost of this project? 

General SeemMANn. The previous estimated cost was $521,000. 

Mr. JENSEN. What is it now? 

General Sreman. It is now $865,000, of which $65,000 is partici- 
pated in by local interest, and $800,000 is the Federal cost. 

Mr. Jensen. About a 50 percent increase over the original estimate. 

How do you account for that? 

General Seeman. This has been the first opportunity to bring all 
of our studies and evaluations from the original project document of 
1946 up to date. 

Mr. JeNsEN. May we expect that this present estimated cost will 
hold as is? Or is there any chance of your coming in and asking for 
additional funds to complete it? 

General SremMan. There is that possibility, Mr. Jensen, depending 
upon our receipt of bids this coming year. ‘I do not think there 
should be any major changes in our engineering. It is essentially 
channel clearing and channel rectification. 

Mr. Jensen. I do aot criticize the Army engineers too much but 
certainly they have missed the boat a long ways on their estimates. 
Do you not think, General, that there is a way to get a closer original 
estimated cost on these projects, so we would not be faced each year 
with rising estimated costs? Is it not possible to get closer estimates? 

General Sreman. Could I answer you this way? We touched upon 
this question yesterday a little bit. 
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Mr. Jensen. I know we did. It seems like it happens in so many 
projects where the present estimated cost has increased 30, 40, 50 per- 
cent over the original estimated cost or over costs given us last year. 
It does not look reasonable. 

General Seeman. The heart of this question is that the corps has 
no manpower or funds available for any real review of project esti- 
mates between the time of authorization and the approval of a new 
planning start. The only revisions which we are capable of making 
are on the basis of an application of a general industrywide construc- 
tion cost index. If there is an extended period of time between 
authorization and the approval of this committee to take up new 
planning, the first opportunity to adjust to the changed conditions 
of developments in the region is during this first year of advanced 
planning and with our rapidly growing country these adjustments 
can be quite radical. 

Mr. Jensen. That statement would indicate the Congress has been 
appropriating construction money too early in the life of the project. 
We have not given you time to make a thorough study of these proj- 
ects. Your statement would indicate that. That is about right, is 
it not? 

General SEEMAN. It is worth noting also that generally these added 
developments include some valuable benefits. Improved benefits 
accrue due to the growth of our country in an area also, but the 
statement you made could not possibly be truer. 

Mr. Jensen. I believe that is the answer. We have been too 
anxious, it seems. We always have great pressure brought on us, as 
you know, General, to jump from investigation right into construc- 
tion. We have done it too often. By so doing we have not given the 
Army engineers sufficient time to make a thorough study of the 
respective projects. Hence, you are required to given an estimated 
cost of project before you have made sufficient studies to give a good 
estimate of the actual cost of the project. 

Well, after all of this talk that we have had across the table, not 
only since you have been testifying, General, but also with the other 
divisions that are in about the same category, it comes to light that 
we have been appropriating construction money too soon. We have 
not given you sufficient time to make the kind of studies you should 


make in order to give a close estimate of the cost of the project. I 
can understand it now. 


That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


TORONTO RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Mr. Cannon. The next project is Toronto Reservoir, Kans., for 
which $2.4 million is requested. We will insert pages 28a through 34 
in the record. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
Toronto REsERVOIR, KANs. 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate_ 


Revised estimate ____.-__- 
Increase in budget estimate. 


; : 52, 400, 000 
si Sha sai i AG wn. Sas i is af oe 2, 400, 000 
iin wine i ics le re aco gas nul 0 
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ed 
its 
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not 
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00, 000 
00, 000 
0 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 















1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete acquisition of lands in reservoir area_..............- $338, 600 $338, 600 0 
I nn cancasnocesdiniiensantanomnsieindnnn 544, 500 544, 500 0 
Complete construction of the dam and spillway_............_- 1, 237, 500 1, 237, 500 0 
Cee GEE OF TORSION. cocctnivcassnnnsinsauenmdsanid 2, 700 2, 700 0 
Complete access and service roads___.........-.---.-.----.--- 63, 500 63, 500 0 
Initiate and complete fish and wildlife facilities. ............_. 2, 200 2, 200 0 
Sa all project operation and management equipment 
Ene ntncnnesndcdccaisctsnndltabeochicnd aoe 48, 000 48, 000 0 
ER 58, 000 58, 000 0 
Supervision and administration_.................-..-.---....- 105, 000 105, 000 0 
Wi cakin cnssdenncnatiotnnhhdietnnidniiamalaae 2, 400, 000 2, 400, 000 0 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
Entire project _- Siig ent wiaGin sinma vd basisinenteaisucipanil ade Lia December 1959. 
Acquisition of reservoir area -| Jume 1959__..___._- June 1959. 
Relocations ‘ é .| November 1958__..| November 1958. 
Clearing reservoir area _ ----}| August 1958____.__ August 1958, 
Completion of embankment, “construction of spillway and appur- 
tenances: 
PE ON oii ooo oc cnanmieip badaneakansuc cane November 1958____| September 1958. 
Completion of dam___-- ich id Schve salable cll OUI CMM ealeasn iis June 1959, 
Operating buildings and management IN is iia ak hc Do. 
nn CNIS id So oC bee Abo. ddd abidlanedoadicksnouuelle J anuary 1960__.___ December 1959, 
Permanent operating equipment. .-..........-....-.....--...... September 1958____ 


September 1958, 





Location.—On the Verdigris River, 271.5 miles above the mouth, about 4 miles 
southeast of Toronto, Kans. 


Authorization.—1941 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.38 to 1 (for the 6-reservoir system). 


Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 








Estimated Federal cost - 








sen ng ome st adie Beaecememetes cet ginatiee ae SUA TUR GN tg 
nes MUNIN GUO So cee dank ove kn dbndnmedlnes ceatbutleanckebiny hee 
CEE III 565 Gh cccenc did cab cdih in ckddnbdandbbbasak taba OR 
Ie ins Dien Suntedlowcespqiee qn ias asp om eo anwivinclemns renting deel O4.2.).3. bolt. 
Ee SERENADE EMRE LED PLATS UA, FOO OO hen ue, 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 ___-__--- a SE EEE, REE oe nae Lt... 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 ...........-...-- Sb teiiitie Tbs MAL 
foro OD I i ct hind 4 de Sendeetmrew cone pedoubdplsenpuiiwase -----| 12,245,000 | 83 
ppropriations requested for fiscal year 1959... -___- wiamendnie fnctelneianeen 2, 400, 000 | 99 
cole to complete after fiscal year 1950 .........--.-.---.---.2-- 2. 55, 000 
i pagent lit URES SCIEN somal 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth-fill. 
Height: 90 feet. ) 
Length: 4,583 feet (including gated spillway). 
Reservoir capacity: 
Acre-feet 
Peet enttral.., ccsosioces eb see dba a Pe 171, 000 
(some yRtieeli sil bi ciees eels ded. ee ia 24 000 


Total_ 


jrbacuyons 195, 000 
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Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, Ogee weir with stilling basin (8-25’ x 40’ tainter gates). 
Capacity (maximum pool): 256,000 cubic feet per second. 
Retocations: 
Missouri Pacific Railroad: 5.7 miles. 
U. S. Highway 54: 1.6 miles. 
State Highway 105: 0.6 miles. 
County roads: 17.8 miles. 
Utility lines: 47.8 miles. 
Cemeteries: 50 graves. 


Status Jan. 1, 1958 











| Percent | Completion schedule 
| complete | 
oe Siti — | SS 
| 
20 SE ed 8k 55h) na enwldadheenn bn ane 63 | January 1960. 
Acquisition of reservoir area._............--.---..--------- | 63 | June 1959. 
ai tina ttksinks acme Suemneemmanenmaaisinnceta 47 | November 1958. 
Excavation for spillway and construction of first stage 100 
embankment including clearing of dam site. 
a aides semana auinrenma sina’ | 0 | August 1958. 
Completion of embankment, construction of spillway and | 74 coun of dam, November 1958, 
appurtenances. Completion of dam, June 1959. 
Operating buildings and management facilities____.._....- j 88 | June 1959, 
pO Ee eee eer 0 | January 1960. 


Permanent operating equipment MS. Lonniemenquanesesaes | 33 September 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Toronto Reservoir project is a unit of the six-reservoir system in the 
Verdigris River Basin in Kansas and Oklahoma. Construction of this project 
is the next logical step in the orderly completion of the authorized system. Op- 
eration of this project in conjunction with the completed Fall River Reservoir, 
located on a major upstream tributary of the Verdigris River, and the completed 
Hulah Reservoir, located on a major lower basin tributary, will provide urgently 
needed flood protection for fertile farmland and for communities in the Verdigris 
River and Arkansas River (mouth of Verdigris to Mississippi River backwater 
limits at Pine Bluff, Ark.) flood plains, containing 244,000 and 835,000 acres of 
land, respectively. Major areas in the Verdigris River flood plain have been 
abandoned or cropping practices changed to lower value crops due to high fre- 
quency and severity of flooding. 

A total of 72 floods have occurred on the Verdigris River at Independence, 
Kans., during the period from January 1922 through June 1957. A total of nine 
major floods have been experienced since 1943. Damages from these 9 major 
floods are estimated to total $26,179,000 in the Verdigris River Basin below the 6 
authorized reservoirs. Operation of the six-reservoir system of which Toronto 
is an integral unit would have prevented about 90 percent of these damages. The 
flood of June-July 1951 exceeded the prior maximum flood of record in the upper 
Verdigris River Valley and was a major flood in the lower portion of the valley. 
It is estimated that flood damages, considering the completed Fall River and Hulah 
Reservoirs not in operation, would have totaled $9,026,000 in Verdigris and 
tributaries flood plain areas below the 6 authorized reservoirs. Operation studies 
show the the authorized Toronto and Oologah Reservoirs and the completed 
Fall River and Hulah Reservoirs would have prevented $5,130,000 of these 
damages. The principal losses in the valley were sustained by agricultural im- 
provements and crops, urban development in Neodesha, Independence, and 
Coffeyville, Kans., the petroleum industry, and by major railway and highway 
crossings in the valley. Interruptions to the normal movement of traffic on 
railroads and highways, as a result of floods, cause large indirect losses to business 
and industries. 

During prolonged drought periods, water shortages are ertical, particularly 
because sewage effluent and industrial wastes discharged into the river make 
water treatment difficult. The authorized reservoirs, including Toronto, have 
specific allocations of storage to augment low stream flows to provide minimum 
flows recommended by United States Public Health Service. Operation of 
Toronto Reservoir in conjunction with Oologah, Fall River, and Hulah Reservoirs 
would be of general benefit to downstream areas as a result of regulating flows 
during these low water periods. 





SVS ~ 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount for fiscal year 1959 will be applied to: 


Complete acquisition of lands in the reservoir area_._...--.--...--- $338, 600 
Cy SOND sn no dona centages Deiinn Ate abiding dint hte 544, 500 
Complete construction of the dam and spillway_-__.-......-.---__- 1, 237.5 

Complete clearing of reservoir. __ 2. 2202 2, 700 
Complete access and service roads- -_-...............-..----------- 63, 500 
Initiate and complete fish and wildlife facilities....._...___________ 2, 200 


Complete all project operation and management equipment and facili- 


en nan Mae bbnde cadbucn ao ntcEhbet secon eae eterna 48, 000 
noes G6 Giige. no et ah oe 58, 000 
Supervision and administration__...................-.-.--------- 105, 000 

ns ge kgs sb cena kore deed a vinta <I ede ei oe ee 2, 400, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1959 will complete the project for its au- 
thorized purpose except for recreational facilities. 

Non-Federal costs.—None, 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$14,700,000 is a decrease of $900,000 from the latest esimate ($15,600,000) 
submitted to Congress. This change is due primarily to reduction of contingency 
allowances and refinement of estimates as construction of the project has pro- 
gressed. 


Summary construction program aaa fiscal years 1958 and 1959 








Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 

















Feature Project cost | ieee a | fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate | 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
_——_ + Cr -— —-—--— -=+ sai atlantida ee et a 
Reis on8 GROG. « .nc.cecansane-nssiiaid $2, 562,000 | $1, 273, 400 $950, 000 ee 
TD co: ¢nupneanteqnphushnenbesghh tee 1, 425, 400 2, 384, 800 Nc 
map Dist din ns emote deagecsaenhosewtses | CO, S00 f-454.-- 1s 54, 000 2, 700 7, 600 
Px nettle a Gy bu onhtingtinhennge mts nigh | 5,279,700 | 2,350,600 | 1,686,500 | 1,242,600 |.-.......... 
mun NS act--oncealenkandeaeme ec eutns apa GOT dentable ieiacwnaeaonn y 7 @ RRR 
Roads, railroads, and bridges.............. 71, 000 Fp Gee Ehis~tana- Ss 8 Ea 
Recreation facilities........ ecaseal FEF bigsntn cet nddlacheiccdisdeyluihosscaqunen 66, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities....-.....| 123, 200 100, 000 tees cc. 14; MO. sbi 3 
Permanent operating equipment__-___-..-- 55, 000 17, 200 4, 500 33, 300 }...........- 
Engineering and design.................--- | 782, 200 612, 200 105, 700 58, 000 6, 300 
Supervision and administration... ._...... | 956, 300 476, 700 350, 600 120, 300 8, 700 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | 
OO ened Sadan hidltidiancth | 14,700,000 | 6,271,500 | 5,536,100 | 2,803, 800 88, 600 
Construction facilities. ............------- |------------ 5, 500 700 WE FP fenitesntenie 
Total project cost (Federal funds | 
SE Aedes chee ened avers sania | 14,700,000 | 6,277,000 | 5,536,800 | 2,797, 600 88, 600 
Pending adjustments. ebb Lod tbbbenansibedahadeda 5, 600 —5, 700 BOO hn casseonns 
Total cost (Federal funds only). .-.--- | “14, 700, 000 6, 282, 600 5, on 100 2, 797, 700 88, 600 





Undelivered Orders-.........--.-...-- adads 





‘Total obligations 











METHOD OF FINANCING 


DRRRURITIEIEE ibn conse ncdananstdsosuhabdcilebenacuemare 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956 
Unobligated carryover prior year 








Appropriation required..................-- 








| 
| 
Total funds available for obligation “= 





Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Jensen. What is the benefit-cost ratio on this project? 

General Sreman. The benefit-cost ratio on this project is for a 
system of six reservoirs, 1.38 to 1, and on an individual basis where 


we have been able to analyze this by approximation, Toronto alone 
is 1.72. 
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Mr. Jensen. How much is in this project for recreation? 

General Szeman. We have an estimate of $66,000 in this project 
for recreation, sir; public use areas. 

Mr. Jensen. That is a minor amount. You have other projects 
that have 5, 6, or 7 times more for recreation? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir; they are larger projects. 

Mr. JENSEN. Just because they are larger projects, is that the 
answer? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir; it depends upon the road net going 
through the area. This is a relatively small flood control and con- 
servation reservoir. 


LOCAL PARTICIPATION 


Mr. Jensen. What is the local participation? 

General Seeman. There is no local participation in this project 
at all. 

Mr. JENSEN. Does this project benefit local communities to a very 
great degree? 

General SzeMan. No, sir; this is a flood-control project. 

Mr. JensEeN. Purely a flood-control project? 

General SzeMaAN. Yes, sir; flood control and low-flow regulation. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you. 

Mr. Kirwan. General, in connection with the Toronto Reservoir 
you said low-flow regulation, as I recall. 

General Szeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. If you have low-flow regulation there, why do you 
not have an estimate on the non-Federal cost? 

General Sreman. That is part of the authorizing language in this 
project, Mr. Kirwan. They had specific allocation to storage to 
augment low flow to provide minimum flows recommended by the 
United States Public Health Service. 


YOUNGSTOWN PROJECT 


Mr. Krrwan. That again is what I am talking about. 

I will show you the same thing in Youngstown, Ohio. The United 
States Public Health Service said that they have to have 200 million 
allons of water going through the city of Youngstown daily and the 
ave only 180 million. That is the United States Public Health 
Service that said that. The only way that they can get 200 million 
gallons of water to go by there 1s by building this reservoir first for 
flood control and to release some water for the protection of the 

people. Yet we have got to pay $6 million for that. 

That is what I want to point out to this committee. 

We are asked to pay $6 million as our portion and yet as I sit on this 
committee and see projects for $150 million and $200 million, with 
not one quarter being paid by these people as the non-Federal part 
of this, I do not understand. 

I am not blaming the Army engineers. All you are doing is comply- 
ing with the project authorizations. 

The West Branch of the Mahoning River was recommended by the 
Budget Bureau but it has been recommended that we pay $6 million of 
the eost of $12 million. The project is recommended by everybody 
concerned in industry which pays $600 million in taxes there in 1 year. 
Again, all that the Federal Government ever put into that city was 
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$10 million and it saved $19 million, according to the Army engineers, 
in the past—since 1942—in flood control alone. 

In the 1920’s, we paid more than four Western States did in taxes. 

When I think of the money that is being spent all over the Nation 
and then the amount that is being paid by that section in taxes. Yet, 
they are being asked to pay $6 million of the $12 million total for this 
little project. When I see that, I cannot sit here now without pro- 
test, representing that district, and turn over page after page and see 
no non-Federal contribution, without protest. There is something 
wrong somewhere along the line. That is my opinion and I am not 
blaming you or the Army engineers. 

General Seeman. It is a very difficult determination as to what 
widespread general benefits 

Mr. Kirwan. No; it is simple. 

General Seeman. This area of Toronto is agricultural and consists 
of very small towns. 

Mr. Kirwan. I understand that. 

General SremMan. Benefits extend a long way downstream. 

Mr. Kirwan. It should not be a very difficult decision to make if 
somebody is paying $600 million in taxes. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Kirwan. On the record. 

That is what I meant to say by all of this. 1 am for any project 
that has any merit to it, and I will vote for it as long as I am in Con- 
gress, but I cannot understand why a little $12 million project should 
call for a contribution from local interests of $6 million. 





LITTLE SIOUX PROJECT 


Mr. JeNnsEN. On the record. 

General, you said that the people in this area were farmers? 

General SremMan. Aad small town people. 

Mr. Jensen. The people in the Little Sioux project are all farmers 
and they are paying $4 million on a $15 million project. They are all 
farmers. 

I said, ‘‘You fellows are going to have to pay for part of this. I am 
not going to have stand up in the committee and ask for this project 
unless you fellows agree to pay for your rights-of-way, raising your 
bridges, and so forth.” 

They said, ‘“That is fair enough. We will pay it. We will do most 
anything to get out of this flood.” 

Here is a comparable project, and they do not pay one dime. 

Mr. Krrwan. Will you yield? 

Mr. JensEN. Yes. 

Mr. Kirwan. Here is an item of $686 million involved that comes 
under the category that you are serving now, General. All that they 
are paying there in local contributions is $2,833,000 out of $686 mil- 
lion, and the town that I am representing is going to pay $6 million 
out of a cost of $12 million. 

You can imagine what they would charge us if we had a project of 
$686 million. 

That is the point that I cannot understand about the whole au- 
thorization process. One project is released and they do not pay a 
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penny, and then another project comes before the same body of 
Congress and they charge $6 million for local interests. 

General Seeman. Perhaps one of the problems is that all of these 
are different authorizations. 

Mr. Krrwan. That is the point. 

General Seeman. They have to go through a period of accom- 
modating them. 

Mr. Krrwan. You are not to blame that they have all different 
authorizations. Every one of them has a different authorization, 
but that is the point that I cannot understand. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Magnuson. General, I notice that in the justifications it often 
says, with regard to local cooperation, “none required.” That refers 
to the specific act authorizing the project; is that right? 

General SreMan. It refers to the specific act authorizing the proj- 
ect or the particular criteria which we have been required to use in 
developing the project since then. 

Mr. Maenuson. When there is a lack of local participation in 
meeting costs, it may be because it conforms to policy; is that right? 

General SEEMAN. In the particular one at hand, Toronto, it was 
authorized in 1941. There has been considerable criteria and 
regulations developed since then to bring in more uniformity. 

Mr. Kirwan. Will you yield? 

Mr. Maenuson. Yes. 

Mr. Krrwan. I saw a project come in here the other day from 
West Virginia which is the same thing. "They said that so much is 
in here for flood control and the other was for industry. 

How did that ever get by? They had so much for flood control and 
the rest was to take care of industry, and yet the local people paid 
nothing. That is the point I mean. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion, off the record.) 


KEYSTONE RESERVOIR, ARKANSAS RIVER, OKLA. 


Mr. Cannon. The next project is Keystone Reservoir, Arkansas 
River, Okla., for which $8.5 million is requested. 

We will insert pages 35a ahontel 41 for the record. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 
(RESERVOIR) 
KeEYsTONE RESERVOIR, ARKANSAS RiveER, OKLA. 
(Continuing) 


IONE, bel 8 a ee Se $4, 000, 000 
Rev ised estimate. ae ake at oe cacwena atmo teers eae oe areca 8, 500, 000 


Sareea Boe oat ewe see pie pre a Seale wc 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 





aa ee 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continne acquisition of land in the reservoir area $600, 000 $600, 000 Sepa 0 
Continmeé relocations..........._.- ate. tatyrn- tie xamitiiid | 2,770. 000 7, 135, 000 $4, 365, a0 
Enginee ring and design_ a a ale ae cee ee 390, 000 390, 000 

Supervision and GURDON, <2 aa 240, 000 375, 000 135, 000 
ae —|—__— ani 
Tutehe 2k... ea ees FT a ee. ae | 4, 000, ‘000 8, 500, 000° L ne 500, 000 

| | 








Revised completion schedule 


- = 
| 
| 
| 


| 
1959 budget Revised estimate 


Eutireareledt................... shaaaiia eet haenaialtaaiapicaiad aul | December 1967_...| June 1965. 
Acquisition of reservoir area... --_--.------------ See | ll) ee | December 1964. 





ce hc cn tesncdvaneee bvendeseeee paced March 1966__....- | March 1965. 
ET CN no os a wincicnk ba cbihsabid« -Sckads becdbaaanaia April 1965......... July 1963. 
Embankment, spillway, and power-intake structure: | 

I sp a Ba ed | August 1965______- August 1963. 

CUORANET OF GONE... 5g biissiie che cand oh ibb cs Se eetbsec June 1966_........- June 1964. 
eee ee eee: June 1966.........- | December 1964. 
I I oe | December 1967_...| June 1965. 
Administration and maintenance building.................--..-- | February 1958___-- | February 1958. 
Other operation and management facilities_._.............---.-- | June 1965.........- | March 1965. 





Location.—On the Arkansas River, 539 miles above the mouth, about 15 miles 
west of Tulsa, Okla. 
Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.20 to 1 (multiple-purpose plan for lower Arkansas River 
Basin). 


Summarized enenenn data 


| 
Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
| estimated 
| Federal cost 


OIE EO oo ks secliuliclncnieucin pammctih wanted andeciiaanbiesieias | $137, 000, 000 


I I Nie irate on ncn din awa ane neatenermanambanmad | (4) Dsccipieilinenaantinn 
CReee GE CORNING. coat ecires a cidbalawenbeseechhudbodesetunchuneas | PAs paiek ec dceen 
ee OO asd cacikans ad dd ade sed he dab Abatingd« dhe neeacedesbcadde Octane kes 

Pe IIIT TI ND rn se caaindinteaeaa wena 137, 000, 000 Seqdiercapemadaaee 

Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation_____--.----.-----.-....-- PT GG Gee besdckcstecsntecs 

Appropriations to Jue 80, VOGT 56s sin csi Sdcenidsescdsscscessbadeancce wohutadl | | eee ee 

Appropriation for fiscal year 1006............ccc-0--ceensenes ialinaaptiant ESOS feed <inadwnsacend 

IE WP GI onc nian cinta a Gece gugittesn sam anmenaiaans ings apna 4, 465, 000 | 3 

Appropriation requeste d for fiscal gg Pe ee errr Lt le ee 4, 000, 000 | 6 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959__..................-....-------.- B88! 4 eS ee ee 











1 Local interests will be required to reimburse the Federal Government for any storage made available for 
water supply. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth fill with concrete spillway. 
Height: 121 feet. 
Length: 4,570 feet (including gated spillway). 


Reservoir capacity (initial development) : Acre-feet 
i ces mhuunaticminmeedemtGiale 1, 414, 000 
I oc ORS a 4s i albbabioncedivie wines 50, 000 
Navigation and other conservation purposes_........---------- 415, 000 

I 1, 879, 000 

Reservoir capacity (ultimate development) : 

CIMA cere i 67 AG.) Ae ee i re et oe waweee 1, 216, 000 
i I ie 50, 000 
ee es Ts Ba a or ee ko gD 198, 000 
Power head and sediment reserve___.._.........---._--_----- 415, 000 

TS Dire SUSE) wet eet Soa 5) oe) es eda edecaboucuas 1, 879, 000 

Spillway: 

Type: Gate-controlled (ogee-weir with 18 40- by 35-foot gates with stilling 
basin). 


Capacity (maximum pool): 910,000 cubic feet per second, including sluices. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1957) 




















Percent Completion schedule 
complete 
a . | — - 
EE ee ec ee a oe Ere aw ee | 2 | December 1967. 
Se Or PERNT OGE GIOB . oon ccnp ccccecomcsenecenecenss | 6 | June 1965. 
Se en eS ee Sa ecules 0 | March 1966. 
a ea cn echeeneececkcalnis ag enone 0 | April 1965. 

i. ” , | Closure of dam, August 1965. 
Embankment, spillway, and power-intake structure___-_-_-- | 0 iSommutesten of dam, June 1966. 
RGRGS, BOCets GG SOF VICS. ... 5... 5... conn oa 1 | June 1966. 

I Nk cicada bcwencnkanecequcibe os 0 | December 1967. 
Administration and maintenance building_......._- .| 93 | February 1958. 
Other operation-and-management facilities... ...........-- 0 | June 1965. 

! 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Keystone Reservoir is a key unit in the comprehensive plan for flood con- 
trol in the Arkansas River Valley. The project will provide essentially complete 
protection to the overfiow areas in the Arkansas River Valley from the dam site 
to the mouth of the Verdigris River and a varying degree of protection to areas 
downstream from this reach. These areas total over 868,000 acres and are highly 
developed for agricultural purposes including the production of specialized truck 
crops in large areas near the populated centers of Tulsa and Muskogee, Okla., 
and Fort Smith and Van Buren, Ark. Flood damages resulting from the 
maximum flood of May 1943 totaled nearly $20,000,000 in the Arkansas River 
Valley. Estimated losses from a repetition of that flood, under present-day 
prices, would be well over twice that amount. The city of Tulsa, Okla. and other 
local communities have requested that an allocation of approximately 50,000 
acre-feet of water-supply storage be made in the reservoir. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $4,000,000 will be applied as 
follows: 


Continue acquisition of land in the reservoir area_.......-.-------- $600, 000 
I eines 2, 770, 000 
I el uiiip cs aan 390, 000 


Bupcrvision ang administration... ..............6s<-.2..<2..-~..6- 240, 000 





ca a SE eink wna eaouume 4, 000, 000 


Non-Federal cost.—Local interests will be required to reimburse the Federal 
Government for any storage made available for water supply. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Tulsa, as well as other local communi- 
ties, have tentatively indicated their desire for approximately 50,000 acre-feet of 
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storage for municipal and industrial water supply. Such storage is presently 
estimated to require $200,000 annual payment by these users. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. However, feature estimate details making up the estimate 
have been revised. Increase due to higher price levels and a reanalysis of require- 
ments for lands and damages, engineering and design, and supervision and 
administration were offset by a decrease in the estimate for the dam based on 
advancement of design studies, 


Summary construction program (PB-1) fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 








Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages..................-.-... $11, 531, 200 $576, 000 $750, 000 $630,000 | $9, 575, 200 
ia: hisinticcapsnestiithsinsiiaiasisaindaneacideaantll 77, 452, 400 |........-..- 25,000 | 3,262,000 | 74, 165, 400 
—— bisecnetuesddetsbsconeteaieasacded, GEE Tesacsnabaneniieeda scapes ebeedda 920, 400 
Ie circ tpt dhchnicel tachi ileda tails tachcataridicin spenaemnaiodsae 31, 486, 800 TOE Lebeccencenetiemncnscactenl eee 
Fish and wildlife facilities................- PR hi dees iMod Aisin vitnche lhadtickahaheadeniien 5, 700 
Roads, railroads and bridges_............-- 1, 186, 700 12, 600 SED Eccabiacanans 1, 142, 000 
Recreational facilities.....................- a a a oe eed 330, 000 
Buildings, grounds and utilities_.........-. 195, 300 99, 900 TE Ee inuiniinediten 24, 900 
Permanent operating equipment --_-......-- 179, 500 4, 100 TE Tiicincnmdathicnts 157, 200 
Engineering and design._................-- 5, 773, 200 868, 300 587, 200 395, 300 3, 922, 500 
Supervision and administration __........- 7, 938, 700 110, 200 46, 300 248, 000 7, 534, 200 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
. GU nts i tid cc ch al 137,000,000 | 1,686,100 | 1,529,300 | 4,535,300 | 129, 249, 300 
a darn tc taien ena ineicleetaes ellie ill aaasistnditicntie ectnitae i antacid ap ointment mtiaieinteisi ti cine peeemadihinliae iste tial 
ET CGNEE WNUNIBIONS 55 nce tam enacc nesiskdaudcasced 51, 400 © OOP Poteciecasenue — 55, 800 
Total project cost (Federal funds 

ND sie sdeaelabedladedione, 137,000,000 | 1,737,500 | 1,533,700 | 4,535,300 | 129, 193, 500 
Pea Gane is 5 553. Be 6, 7! —10, 500 SG Bidad tein 
Total cost (Federal funds only) .....- 137,000,000 | 1,744,200 | 1,523,200 | 4,539,100 | 129, 193, 500 
RN CURON GIGI. 6 kickin kctndadedecasstiehsscnae 143,700 | —143, 700 658, 800 —658, 800 





Usmwdcdcececeseuscselaena --------| 1,887,900 | 1,379,500 | 5,197,900 | 128, 534, 700 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


a ae SE 1 RE Bocsacneesccsdnscnnepaede 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956...._}............ —82, 000 GE Phiten coded de cnhe chewed 


Unobligated carryover prior year..........}............]............ 331, 400 s 197, 0k or... 
Total funds available for obligation........}...........- cieasebotbe 2, 577, 400 M 
Appropriation required 


PROJECT STATUS 


Mr. Cannon. Of the $2,577,400 available this year, $1,197,900 is 
being carried forward to 1959. 

Evidently we provided too much money last year. 

What is the status of construction? 

General Seeman. The construction on this overall project is about 

2 percent completed. During the last 2 years we have awarded 
access roads and the project building. It is true that the unobligated 
and unexpended balance on this project, as of June 30, 1958, will be 
quite large. 

It is due to our delays and the limitations on expenditures over 
the last 6 months of 1957. 

Mr. Cannon. In other words, you have just started? 

General Szpman. Yes, sir; it has not had a major construction 
contract awarded. 
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PROVISION FOR WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Cannon. The justifications state that you have only a “‘tenta- 
tive” indication from Tulsa and other local communities concerning 
their desire for municipal and industrial water supply from the project. 
Do you not have a firm commitment on their request for water and 
the amount that they will require and the-terms under which it will 
be supplied? 

General Srrman. The local interests will be required to pay the 
Federal Government for any storage made available for local water 
supply. The original authorization of this act did not specify a local 
contribution, but for any additional water storage that is placed in it 
for industrial and local’ use, it will require a payment by the local 
interests. 

Mr. Cannon. If we are going to get started on this, ought you not 
to be getting busy on these fundamentals? 

General SremMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You expect to secure that data in the near future? 


RELOCATIONS 


General Szreman. This is a very large project and in accordance 
with the overall approach to it, this is one of those projects which has 
a sizable amount of relocations as well as the dam. During the past 
year we have had considerable discussions as to whether we would 
achieve funding rapidly enough to carry along the relocations and the 
construction in parallel, as we would like to do and not to get ahead 
of ourselves or waste money. 

At the present time, we are almost forced to the conclusion that we 
must go ahead with the relocations first because on both sides of this 
river there are rail lines right at the dam site. 

Mr. Cannon. It is very evident that you have been delayed and 
that you are going to be delayed further. 

You have $1.2 million carryover. Can you get along with a little 
bit less money this year? 

Will you be able to use all of that money by the end of June 30? 

General Seeman. Our estimate for carryover at the end of June 30 is 
$840,700 unexpended balance and our plan for next year includes the 
use of that money, plus whatever the Congress appropriates this year. 

Mr. Cannon. You e xpect to use the entire amount by June 30? 

General SreMAN. That is our plan, sir, unless we have difficulties in 
reaching an agreement with the railroads or the highway commissions 
on relocations. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you anticipate any difficulties? 

General Seeman. Those are complex situations and we do not 
expect any more than usual difficulty. 


OOLOGAH RESERVOIR, OKLA 


Mr. Cannon. We will next consider the Oologah Reservoir, Okla. ; 
$10 million is requested. We will insert pages 42a through 48 for the 
record. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 





873 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
OoLoGan RESERVOIR, OKLA. 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate, $10 million. 
Revised estimate, $10 million. 
Increase in budget estimate, $0. 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

Continue acquisition of lands in reservoir area____- deb eaeles $2, 500, 000 | $2, 500, 000 0 

Continue relocation of highways, railroads and utilities_______- 4, 340, 000 4, 340, 000 0 
Continue construction of main dam, embankment, outlet 

works and completion of spillway_-_............. eke aaeewa 2, 500, 000 2, 500, 000 9 

ne Be - GRO ook Wire Sibi cnuwisnbsisdinddendianded 200, 000 200, 000 0 

Supervision and administration... ..........................-- 460, 000 460, 000 0 

10, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 0 


Revised completion schedule 











1959 budget | Revised estimate 








BE Pa Ss tin nnd rucloccaincaleucdipieldiindecbukidheaadatdein | January 1961__...- December 1960, 
SE Os COROT ORT CUR ois ccncnnscanscenchtikemeineneaneels June 1900......<---. June 1960. 
Relocations..._.. os ettweliiigpeibasiennilvsiie tehingieiniglsaca aimee ainieaneaiigbesenisinaee ieeetnac staked steak Do. 
PIRI (OUI eT a dle cuniceld May 1959. ___..... May 1959. 
Excavation for outlet works and Ist stage embankment........-- | January 1958_..... January 1958, 
Completion of embankment outlet works and spillway: 
Sy Gr COU... «....catidisithdG oddbanuumnatneeginntienmennantt December 1950... December 1959. 
Completion of dam-_._............-... seoiiediehstiigiaeanieiiesandiimatiatataed December 1960....| December 1960, 
Roads (access and service) ..........--..--- pinndenwatiimgiineelenen | December 1960_...| December 1960. 


Location.—On the Verdigris River, 90 miles above the mouth, about 2 miles 
southeast of Oologah, Rogers County, Okla. 


Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act, modified by 1946 River and Harbor 
Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.54 (for initial development.) 


Summarized financial data 


| 
Accumulated 

percent of 

estimated 
Federal cost 











Amount 
| 
| 
| 
| 








Estimated Federal cost (initial development)_...................-.-.-....- $31, 400, 000 | a dagnbbibsaiiicmmiadbiesien 
SEE TH IRENE GI oo ccc cncccenbatuccumbndnunscqubesidinkebaehien 1) Cn eee 

ee CUNEE IOUIN Soh Va dbs acdnncceascbensseweesanabdlecckuenobneudion © fischer 

NN is Silk cRiin bn dedin dine cignatindinndidptnwcieeidinit D Ciktaaceamianions 
ee, aaa ae eae ee decimate’ J | er eae 
Estimated Federal cost for ultimate development_..................-.--- : a ie Tl 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957___........-..-- Vlsswaheid debebisbasasshteaie | GORGES Fan cadiddcincwas 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958__........- nsiadeea ania éexqatudttmammnte 30008 UD) eee 
igs 8 ah erntentphcichs siicin uated hinins bana giant es eaie 11, 466, 000 36 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959... ...............-..----...-- 10, 000, 000 68 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959._.................-..--.------- 9, 934, 000 





1 Local interests will be required to reimburse the Federal Government for any surplus storage made 
available for water supply. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earthfill. 
Height: 129 feet. 
Length: 4,100 feet. 





Reservoir capacity aye dev naener Acre-feet 
Flood control _ _ _ - ahtend Sais a win pide Cane eapankay 963, 000 
eee aes... Sic teeeies wits rc ee ial ial haat Seale ao ee 48, 700 
Permanent pool_ So etaaceee of eae ne mre aoe gat aed eer eos ote 9, 300 

Re. Stereo ~ Joeies ows 63 .ciS Ge Ji Uo es 
Reservoir capacity (ultimate development): 
Flood control _ see =2saR< 965, 600 
Navigation, municipal and industrial water ‘supply__- idk peat Meee 544, 100 
Permanent ‘pool is ey 9, 300 
Total___-_- ake a litho duiakpiles ecesgdaca ...--21, 519, 000 
Spillway (initial development): 
Type: Uncontrolled off channel saddle spillway 340 feet wide. 
Capacity (maximum pool): 343,000 cubic feet per second. 
1 Includes 22,800 acre-feet of sedimentation reserve storage for a 20-year period. 
2 Includes 63,800 acre-feet of sedimentation reserve storage for a 50-year period. 
_Eietue of ' inital development (Jan. 1, 1868) 
Percent | Completion schedule 





complete 
14 | January 1961. 
22 | June 1960. 


Entire project ____- eS Se ee 
Acquisition of reservoir area._._..___________._.-..__- 


Relocations... _ _- ee ae ee 1 | June 1960, 
Reservoir cl: earing_- Re ; ord Ms saedscs szbeese 0 | May 1959. 
Clearing dain site steesaz 100 

Excavation for outlet works and Ist stage embankment____| 99 | January 1958. 
Excavation for ‘Spillway ateiles ‘ ibis 100 


fClosure of dam, December 1959. 


\ ‘ompletion of dé am, December 1960. 
Roads (access and service) - 0 se LPS “| 85 | December 1960. 


Administration and maintenance buil ding_- 100 | 


} 
Completion of embankment outlet works ond spillw: ay. | 





JUSTIFICATION 


Oologah Reservoir is an integral unit in the six-reservoir system in the Verdigris 
River Basin, consisting of authorized Toronto, Neodesha, Elk City (Table 
Mound), and Oologah, and completed Fall River and Hulah Reservoirs. Opera- 
tion of Oologah Reservoir in conjunction with the completed Fall River and 
Hulah projects will provide urgently needed flood protection for farmland and 
communities in the Verdigris and Arkansas River flood plains. Further, during 
prolonged drought periods, water shortages are critical, particularly because 
sewage effluent and industrial wastes discharged into the river make water treat- 
ment difficult. The authorized reservoirs have specific allocations of storage to 
augment low stream flows to provide minimum flows recommended by United 
States Public Health Service. Operation of Oologah Reservoir in conjunction 
with Toronto, Fall River, and Hulah Reservoirs would provide the major portion 
of pollution abatement and water supply benefits attributable to the six-reservoir 
system. 

TA total of 72 floods has occurred on the Verdigris River at Independence, Kans., 
during the period from January 1922 through June 1957. Since 1943 a total of 
nine major floods have been experienced. Damages from these 9 major floods on 
the main stem below the 6 authorized reservoirs are estimated to total $26,179,000, 
which includes damages in the amount of $7,250,000 downstream from Oologah 
Dam site. Operation of the six-reservoir system in the Verdigris Basin would 
have prevented about 90 percent of these damages. The flood of June-July 1951 
exceeded the prior maximum flood of record in the upper Verdigris River Valley, 
and was a major flood in the lower portion of the valley. It is estimated that 
flood damages, considering the completed Fall River and Hulah Reservoirs not 
in operation, would have totaled $9,026,000 in the flood plain areas below the six 
authorized reservoirs. Operation studies show that the authorized Oologah and 
Toronto Reservoirs and the completed Fall River and Hulah Reservoirs would 
have prevented $5,130,000 of these damages. The principal losses in the valley 
were sustained by agricultural improvements and crops; urban development in 





_ 
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Neodesha, Independence, Coffeyville, Kansas; the petroleum industry; and by 
major railway and highway crossings in the valley. Interruptions to the normal 
movement of traffic on railroads and highways as a result of floods cause large 
indirect losses to businesses and industries. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $10 million will be applied to— 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area____.....------- $2, 500, 000 
Continue relocation of highways, railroads, and utilities_._......--- 4, 340, 000 

Continue construction of main dam, embankment, outlet works, and 
euepledien of GPR 65... 6 oo op mabe Htlanteee nha aa deem pane 2, 500, 000 
TORE, CREE Cc nnn dvi ncesscsanabeedogh sit anapebhadeans 200, 000 
Supervision and administration--.---..............-..-.-...-.---. 460, 000 
DOR. 6c nc eds bode biel Uhr aid p eee eee dee 10, 000, 000 


Non-Federal costs—Local interests will be required to reimburse the Federal 
Government for any surplus storage made available for water supply. 

Status of local cooperation.—Contract negotiations are underway with city 
officials of Tulsa, Okla., for the use of 38,000 acre-feet of storage space for munici- 
pal and industrial water supply purposes. Upon completion of the contract with 
the city of Tulsa, a contract previously negotiated with Public Service Company of 
Oklahoma will be revised from 2,800 acre-feet to 5,000 acre-feet of storage. A 
contract is also being negotiated with the city of Collinsville, Okla., which will 
provide 500 acre-feet of storage space for municipal and industrial water supply. 
A group of citizens in Claremore, Okla., have formed an organization known as 
Claremore, Inc., and have indicated a desire to contract for 2,500 acre-feet. 
This is a total of 46,000 acre-feet of storage presently allocated for water supply 
purposes. Initial allocation to water supply and conservation is 48,700 acre-feet, 
which includes an allowance of 2,700 acre-feet for 20 years of sedimentation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates —No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. However, feature estimate details making up that estimate 
have been refined, based on further advancement of planning and construction 
progress. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 























| a 
| Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost! June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
| estimate | 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
| 
(1) tras | ® (6) 
Lands and damages...................-.--| $8,732,000 | $819,300 | $3, 060, 000 $2, 587, 600 | $2, 265, 100 
* Relocations ‘i 11, 113, 400 4, 800 1, 593, 500 6, 162, 100 3, 353, 000 
Reservoir : | ae a | 281, 400 21, 000 
am ee 7,935, 100 | 695, 200 | 692, 000 | 2, 866,500 | 3, 681, 400 
Fish and wildlife. -. ‘ eit aa 6,000 }..-- gp diai i 6, 000 
Roads, railroads, and bridges__-----_-- -- 243, 300 85, 500 120, 100 ahaa = 37,7 
Recreation facilities___._.--- ares ee dh eee sais RE igled : 63, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities ........-- 155, 500 120, 71 chs anidel OG 904. as | 
Permanent operating equipment --. --- } 34, 500 13, 900 est | 8, 700 11, 900 
Engineering and design__.__-..--- or 1, 338, 200 732, 000 300, 400 219, 600 86, 200 
Supervision and administration _- _- i 1, 476, 600 237, 400 213, 400 616, 900 408, 900 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
only) ; 31, 400, 000 2, 708, 800 5, 979, 400 | 12,777, 600 9, 934, 200 
Payments for goods and services not yet 
TI. corvsncesacenasesdineseannihauad didcuwliged . EC es bap eet 
Stores__ . pt whnmaeenepenen ans on e--------|-+----~-----|--------- ~~~] --------~~--]-------- =<- 
Construction facilities. ................--.-- aah - 10, 600 —300 Sem 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
only) .....- _---.--------------| 31,400,000 | 2,719,400 | 5,979, 100 | 12 767,300 9, 934, 200 
Pending adjustments-_--_-.......-..--- ~++-|---------- 12, 500 —5, 900 —6,600 |... 
Total cost (Federal funds only) ....-. | 31,400,000 | 2,731,900 | 5,973,200 | 12, 760, 700 9, 934, 200 
SUID NGNEE GUIUNE. ow <5 -vnepncdnneiosnbiabennal 570, 400 | —470,400 | —100,000 |...0-__* 
Total obligations. _____- so Bekbesucbbees as 3, 302, 300 5, 502, 800 | 12, 660,700 | 9, 984, 200 
METHOD OF FINANCING | 
| : | 
Appropriation... _.........--- Sinciaietiids aembeal ia wlanaahinidlicd 5, 396, 800 | 6, 800, 000 es Bde ae 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_...)_...........| —731,000 |...__.._____J____. ese oe 
Unobligated carryover prior year. .........|..----------|------------ 1, 363, 500 | 2, 660,700 |... 
Total funds available for obligation.) ..........--|.----- a DSU Oe bo sinirncnnnthapae,acastat 
Appropriation required... ...............-- | aaenenne rompers cree: 10, 000, 000 9, 934, 200 
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STATUS OF CONTRACT NEGOTIATIONS REGARDING WATER SUPPLIES 


Mr. Cannon. Last year we were told the contract for municipal 
water had been signed by Tulsa and was pending approval in Wash- 
ington. Now the “justific ations state contract negotiations are under- 
way with Tulsa. 

What is the situation there? 

General SremAn. We now have three signed contracts, Mr. Chair- 
man, and one has not been passed through the final stage. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you expect it to be passed i in the near future? 

General SeeMAN. Yes, sir; if is under consideration. These four 
contracts involve three municipalities: Tulsa, Collinsville, and 
Claremore, Okla. The fourth one is the Public Service Company of 
Oklahama, which is an industrial concern. It has the water rights 
from the State and they must pay their proportionate share. 

Mr. Cannon. Last year you testified that the budget figure of 
$6.8 million could not be cut. Now a carry-over of $2,660,700 is 
projected into next fiscal year. 

You were mistaken, and that could have been cut? 

General SzreMan. No; this is one that was caught during advertis- 
ing period of a major construction contract. It had to be deferred. 
The outlet works and the spillway is a $5 million job. 

Mr. Cannon. You expect to be able to go ahead? 

General SeeMAN. That has been awarded now and this is a job in 
the middle of major construction. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any further questions? 


SIX-RESERVOIR SYSTEM IN VERDIGRIS RIVER 


Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, I have a list of questions which I 
would like to submit in connection with this project and have them 
answered later. 

Mr. Cannon. That will be done at this point in the record. 

(The questions and answers referred to follow:) 


Mr. Fenton. Just what is the six reservoir system and what is the present 
status? 

General Seeman. The six reservoir system in the Verdigris River system consist 
of the following reservoirs: Toronto, Oologah, Neodesha, Elk City (Table Mound), 
Fall River, and Hulah. The Fall River and Hulah Reservoirs have been com- 
pleted. Toronto and Oologah are under construction, with Toronto scheduled 
for completion with the funds requested for fiscal year 1959. Elk City is in the 
planning stage. The Neodesha Reservoir is currently carried in a “deferred for 
restudy’’ category. 

Mr. Fenton. What proportions of the total system benefits will be achieved 
by the projects now completed or under construction? 

General SEEMAN. Based on July 1957 prices, 83 percent of the $6,486,000 aver- 
age annual benefits of the entire system will be provided by Fall River, Hulah, 
Toronto, and Oologah. 

Mr. Fenton. What would be the incremental benefits to be achieved by each 
of the two remaining projects and the resulting B/C ratio? This should be con- 
siderably less than the estimated contribution to the overall plan of 0.37 to 1 for 
the Neodesha Reservoir and 1.01 to 1 for Elk City Reservoir. 

General SEEMAN. Based on July 1957 prices, the system benefit-cost ratio is 
1.38 to 1 and the individual project ratios are as follows: 


I a un la Re as Siete ah clean wen Serie .. <n co: 8 
en Se Sect csc Sl Peckioerd ikea ak ae Se ana eke adhne seh 2.56 to 1 
NS OUD aah ales oa i is 0 ae ts sd abe We is elles wm dept wi ara ae wldioriene 1.72 to 1 
SSS seot seus oro ccc ws eda eae eee aE ee ee 1.54 to 1 
Reid 2 al Cen Sek ae Nk Ses > = pas eet ae made wee bmn 1.01 to 1 
NITE. Dis DaRIA So 2 ok Sik a ie a ke he eae ia ke a woe Se i wk tree 0.38 to 1 
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Considering the first four projects as already constructed, the benefit-cost ratios 
of the two remaining projects, figured on an incremental basis, are as follows: 


Oe . oc hucuiel ac icc satabed wd cclneuatae ahadias meal aiescwecatte ...-. 0.84 to l 
PRONE 6 3.60 c dete dak cule ahaa waka. eines te 6.33 to 1 


Mr. Fenton. Will you explain what the initial and ultimate development 
consists of and how you get 500,000 acre-feet more in the ultimate development 
than in the initial development? 

General SEEMAN. Initially the project will be developed for flood control and 
water supply and will have an outlet works consisting of two conduits through the 
earth dam and an off-channel uncontrolled spillway. All of the budget schedules 
are based on this initial plan. Under the ultimate plan, the project will be 
developed to provide navigation and additional municipal and industrial water 
supply storage by surmounting seven 40 by 21 foot gates on the spillway. 

Mr. Fenton. Will the flood-control storage be held for such use and emptied as 
soon as possible after each flood period? 

General SEEMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Fenton. What actual work and expenditures have been made to date on 
this project? What are total project obligations to date? 

General SEEMAN. Expenditures and obligations to March 31,: 1958, are 
$4,844,300 and $5,288,600, respectively. On a financial basis, the following are 
percentages of completion as of March 31, 1958: 


Percent 

Scan NRE NIN a as casa ee Seis sets aati eacalh tbh abi a 2 sis: etauenbeee ae, 21 
I a sa ch scan Seah ng gens mind Bb vs ee ane Ges ma ies as wala de a oko ate a l 
Uo ua aca ols kas sent canines Miles Gos eevline sien cs aaa aed aoe id ta anicetin est aceon 14 
toads, railroads, NE Og Song anew tases aie eh ae Sarasota iain 84 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_-—-__-_ 7 L grozaiebienad Fixe hearer 78 
Engineering and design- S sbwnw atid as eo tewe et coe 68 
Supervision and administr OI sacar ceenerlaeisniicatprean th teeta 23 
yg. a sl os cig Seta is agate saad are ac tae Mice 16 


COOPER RESERVOIR AND CHANNELS, TEX. 


Mr. Cannon. We will now take up Cooper Reservoir and channels, 
Texas. There is a request for $800,000. 

We will insert pages 49a through 55 for the record. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FOOOD CONTROL) 


COOPER RESERVOIR AND CHANNELS, TEXAS 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate- satis eeeanal hi sai ol ub cab eseas toca sa intdeg $800, 000 
Revised RR a cee Se ee si sla tones fe ania as sean anminettavawa 800, 000 
Increase in budget SOND in eanskadnsiesnancesecinnen ee None 


The Increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget 


Revised Increase 
estimate 














| 
| 


i 
Continue railroad relocations... ..................--..---...0 $16, 600 >| $16, 600 $0 

Continue and complete channels and canal work above reser- | 
WIN ar a iare cis. necoinin Mele diees heal get a eaanias Sakae 229, 000 | 229, 000 0 
Initiate acquisition of reservoir lands-_-. bein -| 124, 000 | 124, 000 0 
Initiate work on channels and canals below re servoir_...-.---- | 120, 000 | 120, 000 0 
NINN GE GIUIOI. onc nniis cordnnddasdddddgminnennnaies | 230, 000 | 230, 000 0 
Supervision and administration... .--- sntiailnace acoraretetialinian enkataaal 30, 400 30, 400 0 

r — 7 - 





Ns nt iba in Wiad caleba taco 800, 000 800, 000 0 
! 
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Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget Revised estimate 


a lo 8 lnintieudnabicenee June 1965.......... June 1964. 


ohn. Liat sant cocdudebusesabcovasawnbanstoal June 1962_......_.. June 1963. 
ee ioe os eta euSGuibbodeuipensiasonehsbna del June 1960_......... June 1960. 

a i naunendecununinstnndanoll June 1964.......... June 1964. 
rs eeaecnbanninaerus December 1962....| December 1962. 
| EE eee eee June 1965_.........| March 1963, 





Public use facilities........................ June 1965_......... June 1964, 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities May 1963.........| May 1963. 


Location.—The project is located on Sulphur River in eastern Texas, upstream 
from the Texarkana Reservoir. The plan of improvement provides for: (a) Con- 
struction of Cooper Reservoir on South Sulphur River; and (b) channel clearing, 
enlargement and realinement, and levee enlargement and extension along the 
main stem of Sulphur River above mile 126; on Cuthand Creek below mile 24, 
on South Sulphur River below mile 70, except in the Cooper Reservoir, miles 29 
to 42, and on Middle Sulphur River below mile 8; on Brushy Creek below mile 5; 
and on North Sulphur River between miles 1 and 5. 

Authorization.—Act approved August 3, 1955. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.07 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





ee ono onwakndesaebanncaeaianéhenausnns $13, 350, 000 ~entcnnecdnenae 
re oli oe hk a aweenhamcasibnebcectiamictesnem | I i 
Rl ies thin hain cei ocean ani paidpiniebbincigecion se Ganrani RIE i irsig sntomcncnalie 
ED, winenttseciausbinesccécéiadse shtmidieadsebangsncdesnesaisad oo aE 
as ac cnumaeeeuncuedeihikins 14, 705, 000 | 
ne FN BO in Sekine pa binddnosrarséntiadapuseeeesibbonne IE tails teecaniladmessicn 
Te CN EE BOW Sloe s Su cedecckcwasccsccensyesseneseso= 500,000 [2-22-72 77727 27 
ee EEE TT LTS TSE ER ea 675, 000 | 5 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959___........-.-...-.----.-.----- 800, 000 | 11 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959... ok  * {} Seer 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 

Type: Rolled earth fill. 

Height: 43 feet (average).! 

Length: 17,000 feet. 

Crest elevation 453.0.! 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Ns lee ce samaceisgd ubel= oe A atWoLae 5, 000 
IE I Li pial aides ah ded bei mh ee Dhaene kl wie 10, 000 
UN arcs t dni Sita shine GuigiY sae d ood ke AOR Lae Cone 130, 000 
a ities tucdcdaddeddencsusswaudndanaiwedane 145, 000 


Spillway: Controlled spillway.? 

Outlet structure: Uncontrolled.? 

Status (Jan. 1, 1958): Not started. 

Completion schedule: 
Entire project: June 1965. 
Land acquisition: June 1962. 
Relocations: June 1960. 
Dam (all features): June 1964. 
Reservoir clearing: December 1962. 
Channels and canals: June 1965. 
Public use facilities: June 1965. 
Buildings, grounds and utilities: May 1963. 


1 Based on 10,000 acre-feet for water supply. 
9 Capacities as yet undetermined. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Flood control benefits will be provided to approximately 50,000 acres of crop- 
land above Texarkana Reservoir. Collateral benefits will be realized from the 
conversion of 120,000 acre-feet of flood control storage in Texarkana Reservoir 
to other uses. Water supply from Cooper Reservoir will be utilized by the 
towns in the vicinity of the reservoir and provide greater inducement to industrial 
expansion in the area. The estimated average annual benefits are evaluated at 
$683,300. 


Fiscal year 1959: 


Initiate acquisition of reservoir lands_..............--.-----.--- $124, 000 
Initiate work on channels and canals below reservoir_.__....._--- 120, 000 
Continnd Seton relnONOnS: |. cece sands ciceds Jocnch ence 16, 600 
Continue and complete channels and canal work above reservoir_. 229, 000 
Engimeeting ang design. oo.u< .<.2. 225 Ges sec Se 230, 000 
Supervision and administration... o.50.64266 05 oe eee 30, 400 


Funds requested are necessary to complete the work above the reservoir prior 
to initiation of construction of the dam. Each of the above features will provide 
drainage and flood control benefits as completed. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $1,355,000 broken down as follows: 


Lands 


phd malar eo talib nee ng ang wlled ines ee Sar ce gs ot hin soa pe a Ma na $73, 000 
Peepatiows, ponds and brid@ele . 2... SoS sh es we cee ees 32, 000 
a AI sn ctacenin ent ptih or guile einbcakn beck or ake arate in'niecen ada Hol 11, 250, 000 


NR oa dea sig he erate dee Sata aed ein aaa iadadl 1, 355, 000 
1 Estimated for 10,000 acre-feet water supply. 


Local interests are required to contribute toward the operation of Cooper 
Reservoir a pro rata share of the cost now estimated at $4,400 annually. Local 
interests are also required to maintain and operate the other features of the 
project (levees and channels) after completion, estimated at $59,200 annually. 

Not included in the above but necessary for local interests to derive maximum 
value from the improvement are the construction of drainage improvements by 
local and private interests at an estimated first cost of $212,000 and annual 
maintenance cost of $7,500. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Red River Valley Association, an active spon- 
sor of the project, has been furnished blank forms and project document maps to 
be used in obtaining assurances from the right counties (Delta, Franklin, Hopkins, 
Hunt, Lamar, Morris, Red River, and Titus) involved. Executed resolutions 
have been furnished by the commissioners courts of all counties involved, each 
authorizing the respective judges of the commissioners court to furnish assur- 
ances of local cooperation on the project. The Sulphur River Municipal Water 
District, domiciled in Cooper, Tex., has been created by the State of Texas to 
furnish the assurances required for water supply incorporated in Cooper Reservoir. 
The water district has requested that consideration be given to increasing the 
water supply from 10,000 to a maximum of 135,000 acre-feet if the cost is not 
prohibitive. This request will be considered in design studies and a determina- 
tion of the quantity of water supply will be made when cost data is available. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$13,350,000 is an increase of $850,000 over the latest estimate submitted to 
Congress ($12,500,000). Of this increase $449,500 is applicable to price level 
rise, $302,500 is due to revision of estimate on basis of more detailed field investi- 
gation, and to inclusion of $98,000 for contribution to retirement fund. 


25230—58—pt. 2——_56 
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Summary construction program (PB-1) fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





| 
| Total to | Current | Budget fis- Is alance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year | complete 
| estimate | 1957 1958 1959 | after fiscal 
| | year 1959 
‘() | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5) (6) 
| 
Lands and damages__._____- | $710, 000 . a $2,000 | $124,000 | $584, 000 
Relocations ie 347, 000 ' 32, 000 | 16,600 | 298, 400 
Reservoir clearing- -_- & | 540, 000 | | 540, 000 
Dam - | 7, 850, 000 | | 7, 850, 000 
Access roads Ss 85, 000 . 7 oe | 85, 000 
Channels and canals_. | 2,850, 000 | 121, 000 349,000 | 2,380, 000 
Recreation facilities 151, 000 151, 000 
Floodway control and diversion strs | 12, 000 a 12, 000 
Buildings, grounds and utilities _ _- 152, 000 152, 000 
Engineering and design | 890, 000 $106, 400 338, 400 230, 000 | 215, 200 
Supervision and administration | 1,013, C00 | 5, 200 20, 000 30, 400 | 957, 400 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | | 
and non-Federal contributions) | 14, 600, 000 111, 600 513, 400 750,000 | 13, 225, 000 
Undistributed costs : None | 
Total project costs (Federal funds | 
and non-Federal contributions) | 14, 600, 000 | 111, 600 513, 400 | 750,000 | 13, 225, 000 
Pending adjustments i None | af 
Total costs (Federal funds and non- 
Federal contributions) 14, 600, 000 111, 600 | 513, 400 750, 000 13, 225, 000 
Federal funds: | | 
Total applied SS ee Shes. ...| 13, 350, 000 111, 600 513, 400 | 750, 000 11, 975, 000 
Undistributed costs = 
Total project cost____- ; 13, 350, 000 111, 600 513, 400 750,000 | 11, 975, 000 
Pending adjustments.- ; . a | f | 
PE TO inn sc andicnnshtincnnnpenes)) Dene 111. 690 | 513. 490 | 750,000 | 11,975, 000 
Undelivered orders. ---- : ; .--| +20, 800 | —20, 800 100,000 | —100,000 
Total obligations-__--- 4 snag wheal’ 132, 400 | 492, 600 850, 000 11, 875, 000 
Non-Federal contributions: | 


~ 
no 
S 
= 
_ 


Total applied cost___._._- ; .| , 250, 000 


Undistributed cost __...-- 


259, 000 


—_ 


Pending adjustments--_-____- Be ce ae aN es Oe ee 


Total project cost.........-.-.._- ..-| 1,260, 000 
= = 
250, 000 


ON i I eer eh i ee 4 


_ 


| | 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | | | 


Federal funds: | 


Appropriations____...__- ; a abeltetamiarikabenied 125, 000 500, 000 
Permanent transfer since July 1 , 1956 Sidas show +50,000 |_____- SD. 
Unobligated carryover from prior year in ocusiindeda ae 42, 600 50, 000 
Total funds available for obligation _| eae 175, 000 542, 600 |. ; ee 
Appropriation required______--_-- ve ete eoketes Srl abWeess cece 800,000 | 11,875, 000 
Non-Federal contribution: Contributions | | | 
a SS ee noes at hindhS iiatedwbekouthmuinke | 1,250,000 


Mr. Cannon. Funds to initiate construction were added last year 
by the Senate to the planning funds carried in the budget and the 
House bill. The project has a benefit-cost ratio of only 1.07 to 1. 

What is the status of work on the project? 

Mr. Daruine. That is in the lower Mississippi Valley division and 
the Cooper Reservoir and channels project is located in Texas. It 
is a project, as you say, that we got construction money to start on 
last year. We have not actually gotten out a construction contract 
yet but we do hope to get one awarded in May. 
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LOCAL CONTRIBUTION FOR WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Cannon. Local interests, according to your justifications, will 
make a cash contribution of $1,250,000 for water supply? 

Mr. Darina. That is correct. 

Mr. Cannon. Have they given satisfactory assurances? 

Mr. Darina. Local interests have requested a much greater 
allocation to water supply, and we are studying that now. They 
have agreed that they will contribute this portion if they get only 
10,000 acre-feet. If we get more, I can assure the committee that 
they are going to pay for ‘that, too. 

Mr. Cannon. You are not going to start construction there until 
this matter is very definitely determined? 

Mr. Daruina. No, sir, not on the dam. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any further questions? 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Fenron. Mr. Chairman, I have a list of questions which | 
would like to submit for the record at this point and they may be 
answered later. 

Mr. Cannon. That will be done at this point in the record. 

(The questions and answers referred to follow:) 


Mr. Fenron. It is noted that the benefit-cost ratio has gone down this year 
to a thin-ice proposition. 

What assurance do we have that you might not come in with a 20 to 60 percent 
cost increase on this project next year, in line with some of your project increases 
this year? 

Mr. Daruinc. Based on the information we now have, sir, we believe our 
estimate is sound. As previously stated, however, the design and site of the dam 
are being restudied at the request of local interests to determine whether greater 
storage for water supply can be economically justified. If the cost of the project 
is increased by this study, the benefits will increase also and local interests will 
have to pay the costs allocated to water supply. 

Mr. Fenton. Is it not true that a 10 percent increase in cost would give a 
benefit ratio of less than unity? 

Mr. Darina. Normally, sir, a cost increase in a project has a corresponding 
effect on benefits and the elements that make up the annual costs. If there were 
no change in the benefits or the elements of annual costs other than a 10 percent 
increase in Federal cost, the benefit-cost ratio would be reduced to .99. 


BULL SHOALS RESERVOIR, WHITE RIVER BASIN, ARK. AND MO. 


Mr. Cannon. The next project is Bull Shoals Reservoir, White 
River Basin, Ark. and Mo., addition of power units 5 and 6, for 
which $500,000 is requested. 

We will insert pages 56a through 60 for the record. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 
BuLL SHOALS ReseRvorrR, WHITE River Basin, Ark. AND Mo. 
ADDITION OF UNITS NOS. 5 AND 6 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate... -..-...-.- Se os oe ee ana Oy a ....... $500, 000 
Revised estimate _ - so mates on we Dee a eS DN ae OT eee ee 
Increase in budget estimate ee ead eos 5 Clay ae ee Sieg! 0 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Initiate procurement of additional powerhouse equipment for 
I a ls $35, 000 $35, 000 0 
Continue procurement of turbines and generators for units 
IE ahdtpennsewnducg inet ps enshancscahéombacéetones 222, 000 222, 000 0 
Initiate procurement of accessory electrical equipment--__....- 44, 500 44, 500 0 
Initiate procurement of switchyard equipment.___............ 36, 500 36, 500 0 
Engineering and design_---..- paaabetacdcetdscecbered caemmeenic 123, 000 123, 000 0 
Supervision and administration........................--....- 39, 000 39, 000 | 0 
Si Gicnntecdcmuinedeesecenies onalciapides comin 500, 000 | 500, 000 | 0 


Revised completion schedule 


| 1959 budget | Revised estimate 


Power on line: | 
N.S agama nn nee August 1961___-- ..| August 1961. 
6th unit: 40,000 kilowatts. sieabdie maapiobicue i<28n December 1961_...........] December 1961. 


Location.—On the White River, 418.6 miles above the mouth, about 7 miles 
north of Cotter, Ark., and about 10 miles west of Mountain Home, Ark. 

Authorization.—1941 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.76 to 1 (Units Nos. 5 and 6). 





Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
| estimated 
| Federal cost 














Estimated Federal cost._ --_- Se iain ng 5 40sienenmabinns Kphecwemnnd A, BO Be: bscicrnictmmiense 
Estimated non-Federal cost___.-...--. aaa cs ell ac ecaeeeen adenti adlavecaiekes aie te . 

Cash contribution ---.-_--._--. Ss aeecsiegaee sabia beeen garth decdetan wacices.! S 

Other costs - - uahabihg ea seeicne caqpiestinbhendbdcokuhubucesasuduie pe oes aur : 
Total estimated project cost ie Uitabhpadinamabbetiienhaihe 6, 500, 000 =e 
en ac ocinbnpcenseneenchndenbenedtinumpubnees eee a 
i OO SS UD SO oon n con encetnsnwcastacesseseesenscceccns Be eth piccctee 
Appropriations to date___.....__....-- Web to ina tick dscchitacgenl 110, 000 2 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959.____._..- sik dsicietnlaeieaaialiya 500, 000 9 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1950._.............---..----.-....-.. 5, 890, 000 |___- 





1 The estimated cost of previous work at Bull Shoals, which is essentially complete, is $75,322,000. This 
justification is for units 5 and 6, estimated to cost $6,500,000. The estimated cost of units 7 and 8 is $6,500,000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Power installation: 
In operation: 4 units at 40,000 kilowatts; 160,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: Addition of 2 units at 40,000 kilowatts; 240,000 kilowatts 
(total). 
Ultimate: 8 units at 40,000 kilowatts; 320,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 190 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1958): Preconstruction planning has been initiated. 
Completion schedule—power on line: 
5th unit: August 1961. 
6th unit: December 1961. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The addition of units Nos. 5 and 6 to the generating capacity is justified as a 
result of a survey by the Southwestern Power Administration. The survey 
shows that the marketing agency could market the additional power as soon as 
it becomes available as a power shortage is developing in the marketing area as 
new industries are established in this region. 





| 
| 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied to— 
Initiate procurement of additional powerhouse equipment for units 


eee. 6 GO 6... .ccccuginnctmetiscuisielenndadeehuhe bane $35, 000 
Continue procurement of turbines and generators for units Nos. 5 and 6. 222, 000 
Initiate procurement of accessory electrical equipment. --.........---~- 44, 500 
Initiate procurement of switchyard equipment. ---_...........------- 36, 500 
DONENG, OTA ARC 6 nahn 465 ~ cane ceib ndhomsingg= db es dinganet 123, 000 
CSN RINE MERIT RIIO 55. - pape dasinpacncn-coehénesapneene 39, 

BOG. ccntisccncuenccenccuscothalaaaedees sedans 500, 000 


The earliest possible completion of addition of units Nos. 5 and 6 is essential 
in meeting present forecasted power requirements. With the funds requested 
for fiscal year 1959, installation of the additional units will be advanced by con- 
tinuing procurement of turbines and generators and award of contracts for the 


procurement of penstock equipment, accessory electrical equipment, and 
transformers. 


Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current cost estimate for the addi- 
tion of units Nos. 5 and 6 of $6,500,000 represents an increase of $600,000 from 
the latest estimate ($5,900,000) submitted to Congress. An increase of $510,000 
is due to an increase of costs in powerplant equipment based on costs for similar 
equipment of other projects. The estimate for engineering and design was 


increased by $90,000 based on reanalysis of requirements, and to provide for 
contribution to the retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 





Feature Project cost; June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
UII 5s itsiniaics Searempienn $5, 790, 000 | .........._- 7, 000 $338,000 | $5, = = 
Engineering and design. tiie. EE Vitti waiig 30, 000 | 159, 000 
Supervision and administration ____ I laa ieern a 3, 000 43, 000 ae 000 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | 
only) € S00 O68 1 .......-... 70, 000 540, 000 5, 890, 000 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
CE isa ine ee concn ctbeeadk ea € ee I....<...-..- 70, 000 540, 000 5, 890, 000 
Total cost (Feder: al funds only). we Oe OP Ge cneaban 70, 000 540, 000 5, 890, 000 
SE ic heretic EES endceomes 70, 000 540, 000 5, 890, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
| 
Appropriations ___- non bth ceahecdeacdleiaeaeeanaiel TRE WOO hticdadvatassledinsnidyaee 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_. i sop nt geae niacin lia iamseeialeta ai ee 
Total funds available for — Lisle ceaedtenhnpahtellnpuiicoiambeee | 110, 000 


Appropriations required __- eel ree | <a] ; 
| 





Mr. Cannon. Your justifications point out the need for early 
completion of these additional power units. Why has not this money 
request been increased to speed up the work? 

General Sreman. We could not proceed any faster on this, Mr. 
Chairman. This is an addition of the fifth and sixth units at the 
Bull Shoals powerplant. It was considered as a new start last year. 
We have just started on the planning and we had to defer work due 
to some of the expenditure limitations, and this also is one of the 
projects which is going to be caught, if not already, in the limitation 
of the basin authorization. 

Mr. Cannon. Your budget in 1959 is $500,000. You are not 
deferring very much, General. I would also like to say that the 
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committee is interested in this project. It is needed and it ought 
to be completed expeditiously. I trust that you will expedite it. 
General Seeman. Yes, sir. 


ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, DARDANELLE LOCK AND DAM, ARE. 


Mr. Cannon. We will now take up Dardanelle lock and dam, 
There is $2.5 million requested for this project. We will insert 
pages 6la through 66 for the record. 

(The pages referred to follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, DARDANELLE LocK AND Dam 








(Continuing) 
ene eiebis o<iiws Jace eso ea i sacenigadsur tice~oe be d-e - $1, 500, 000 
eNO bron occ alceusnusUUGr NR soa iw hcc bau 2, 500, 000 
Increase in budget estimate.................................... 1,000,000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
eae aegis akties bl * TT ¥ ne a rr 
| 1959 budget | Revised | Increase 
estimate 
Aiah ben Slides eben i er sii 
Continue acquisition of land for reservoir area - _- s ‘ $500, 000 $700, 000 | $200, 000 
Initiate relocation of State Highway No, 22 400, 000 | 400, 000 | 0 
Initiate construction of dam and upper por tion of lock - 0 720, 000 | 720, = 
Engineering and design 5 : 4 ; 500, 000 500, 000 | 
Supervision and administr¢ ation. ; be 100, 000 180, 000 80, 000 
= _ , ' 
2 Bdaetieese 1, 500, 000 2, 500, 000 L ‘000, 000 


Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 


Entire project ----- tao camel itiiccdedeaidwake | June 1971......- June 1968. 
Land acquisition.........--- a sraswucsadwoanewie June 1968_.........| June 1965. 
EEN eee — _ sedteas * June 1966_....- March 1963. 
Epes GONG. 8. cccccup eee ; needa -----| April 1966-.- . | April 1964, 
Power on line: | 

ist unit: 30,000 kilowatts. -..-.-. = sn al lg elise ie | July 1966 _- | July 1964, 

2d unit: 39,000 kilowatts_._-. a nda _........----| December 1966....| December 1964. 

3d unit: 30,000 kilowatts..................----.--- satacsacut MP EOU UN. (500620 | May 1965. 

4th unit: 30,000 kilowatts........-- one ...| October 1967......| October 1965. 





Location.—On the Arkansas River in Pope and Yell Counties, Ark., about 2 
miles upstream from the town of Dardanelle, Ark., and 257.8 miles above the 
mouth. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.20 to 1 (multiple purpose plan for lower Arkansas River 
Basin). 
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Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) — il a aaa aT $94, 600, 000 |.....-........-- 
Estimated non-Federal cost _ ----.-- slieile a ie OP cae aeaieaidal 
IIIS. .c - isns & taon iad cigar tadinaee eiecncclonnia eee aiaaedicmaiaeel Osis Sisco... 
0 ae sinsen winston Atal catalina ieee oe al ee 
ee ee anlabtetiadiiccbadeade GUE Patrccnncansitguice 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_- mite. OO Benne ts. oes 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_.._.......-...-.-------.---.------------ 8'5 GaGNe Lo. es 
Appropriations to date. -_..__- tetas Malan Satan ited 2, 235, 000 2 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_- eins desieandihdaiamaaieionasieieaacanien a 1, 500, 000 4 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959___.__......-..----2-2--. eee be th eee 





i Excludes permanent transfer of $100,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity. 
Height: 70 feet above stream bed. 
Length: 2,569 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
: —o capacity: (Maximum pool) 1,200,000 cubic feet per second. 
ock: 
Type: Single chamber, single lift, with miter gates. 
Size: 110 feet wide by 600 feet long. 
Normal lift: 52 feet. 
Reservoir capacity: Power and dead storage, 500,000 acre-feet. 
Power installation: 
Presently planned: 4 units at 30,000 kilowatts; 120,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate: 4 units at 30,000 kilowatts; 120,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 52 feet. 


» 

Status, (Jan. 1, 1968) pe 

eee Bree. oss eee a ek sete Wen of cu at Satay 2 

Acquisition of dam site, work area, quarry area, and access roads_.___-_- 100 
Construction facilities: 

Office, service buildings, and utilities_......___-. ste al aoe eee TS 95 

Right bank access road Sa Dale eo Aan me tne tee 67 

Left bank access road___________-_-- lwedeas edema Boeuas wosied 45 


Completion schedule: 
Entire project 
Land acquisition 
Relocations 
Dam closure 
Power on line: 

if aR ae 


i padasemen sews June 1971. 
‘ a oa a a a June 1968. 
a 4 See ee niu CO June 1966. 
JOS watincan ee April 1966. 


piste tie te eee ocean 
2d unit__-_- ;  ichcarcs ao eci December 1966. 
3d unit_- Schaudt oa eee Soe May 1967. 

4th unit___ a eae Riieccmaeee kati sa. Caples ata October 1967. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Dardanelle lock and dam is a unit of the overall comprehensive plan of 
development of the lower Arkansas River Basin and provides for navigation and 
generation of hydroelectric power. The navigation plan for the Arkansas River 
will provide a dependable waterway for transportation of iron and steel products, 
general commerce, and will open commercial navigation to one of the most im- 
portant regions in the United States for the production, processing, and shipment 
of petroleum and its products. Many existing industries are being relocated and 
numerous new industries are being established in the tributary area. The power- 
generating capacity of the Dardanelle lock and dam will total 120,000 kilowatts, 
all of which would be installed initially. All of the energy to be generated at this 
project can be economically absorbed by the southwest power pool system and 
used in this area: 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,500,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of land for reservoir area_..........------ $500, 000 
Initiate relocation of State Highway No. 22__...........-_---- 400, 000 
cn cb ans smbesanteau nce 500, 000 
Supervision and administration_..................---.------. 100, 000 

ID DUE apeiccnwumaipecosencclitbetediesussceus 1, 500, 000 


Non-Federal cosis—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—No change from the latest estimate 
($94,600,000) submitted to Congress. However, feature estimate details making 
up that estimate have been revised based on more detailed investigations and 
studies. Major revisions in the feature estimates include increases in relocations 
and lock, and decreases in dam and powerplant. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958-59 








| Total to Current | Budget fis- — to 



































| 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year complete 
| estimate 1957 1958 | 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
' 

(1) | @ (3) @ | © (6) 
ssipeiitacipcladadenanenncianaianranenigltein . steel —— pcaiiend cella oe 
Lands and Geen A ese Eades ..| $6, 640, 000 $66, 500 $39, 500 | $765, 000 | $5, 769, 000 
Relocations_____._._- a eas nieti anil , SL Bececcocsonte : 400,000 | 6, 780, 000 
SE ertsntin cnt conne scenes oningeense~ekhy SL ingebruneers ie sehisonhneesie 2, 360, 000 
a a a pisses hiptaccegies | 14, 440,000 |........-.-- [a |, 
De abd is convoumee) MAORI Foss SH ost Shae OME RS 18, 010, 000 
SN la ni a er Yt (as >A aldo ne sdbnonees 33, 570, 000 
0) ES SS ee anata ae cae 70, 000 
eS eee ‘ ; MRO oe eae 2d wieetbass 400, 000 
Pumping plants Bic eltiaailatertons tacncaniel * Rg Lscidncnntinehpnuceaaicncphatdaaduatiie 1, 370, 000 
Recrestion facilities _ _-__- ae oes oe, a >) hnitddincctten aie on 300, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_____- | BO Bac dteab erat aie aed oiilenaeen owe 100, 000 
Permanent operating equipment - _. set 120,000 |_- ; + a a 120, 000 
Engineering and design__- ae __.| 3,890,000 | 782, 800 351, 200 500, 000 2, 256, 000 
Supervision and administration --_-.-_- -| 6,150,000 | 84, 500 67, 000 107, 300 5, 891, 200 

Total applied cost — funds oer | 94, 600, 000 | 933, 800 457, 700 1, 772, 300 | 91, 436, 200 
Undistributed cost---_-. ¥ F ie 30, 000 538, 200 3, 000 — 571, 200 
Construction facilities............_. eee (30, 000) (538, 200) (3, 000)| (—571, 200) 

Fs cateaiclacel phoebe piace penstpadialinaes deanna thoes fasiiinialaiatadat 
Total project cost (Federal funds | 
aa ag | 94, 600, 000 963, 800 995,900 | 1,775,300 | 90, 865, 000 
Pending adjustments._______- _| —3, 400 Se Bas accitcatia ea ts edt cre 
Total cost (Federal funds only)_.___| 94,600,000 | 960, 400 999,300 | 1,775,300 | 80, 865, 000 
Undelivered orders._...........__-- eal 88, 300 —88, 300 : a 
Total obligations. __-.__-. a Same ae 1, 048, 700 911,000 | 1,775,300 | 90, 865, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
} | 
Appropriations. ____- ‘ } 1,351,000 1, 110, 000 |. ae 
Permanent transfer since July” ieee <- "5 x —126,000 | —100,000 |___.._-..___}_. ‘ 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_..__|.._- | 176, 300 |, ae 
Total funds available for obligation______. es | 4,225,000 | 1, 186,300 |__ . ee 
Appropriations required.._._...._.____- 1 stoi utaal Reach gee 1, 500, 000 | 90, 865, 000 








PROJECT STATUS 


Mr. Cannon. $2,235,000 has been appropriated to date. 

Just what is the current status of construction? 

General Szeman. The construction on this entire project is about 
2 percent complete. We have completed acquisition of the work area, 
dam-site area, and the access roads, while a project building is sub- 
stantially complete. 


Mr. Cannon. You are going right ahead? 

General SreMaAn. Yes, sir; this is one of the new starts in the 
Arkansas River comprehensive plan. 

Mr. Cannon. Can you use all of your 1959 request? 
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General Seeman. Yes, sir; that is our plan. 

This project should not be pushed ahead in advance of the upstream 
ones, Eufaula and Keystone. It has to be phased there and it has 
navigational elements, as has been brought out before, to fit into this 
comprehensive Arkansas plan. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any further questions? 


NAVIGATION 


Mr. ANDERSEN. Mr. Chairman, I have a list of questions which I 
would like to submit for the record at this time. The witness may 
answer these later when the transcript comes down. 

Mr. Cannon. Those questions will be inserted in the record at 
this point for Jater answering by the witness when the transcript is 
sent to him. 

(The questions and answers referred to follow:) 


Mr. ANDERSEN. This proposed lock and dam is nearly 260 miles above the 
mouth of the Arkansas River where it enters the Mississippi. Will you tell what 
navigation traffic is presently in being on the Arkansas River from the mouth to 
Dardanelle giving the tons and ton-miles for each major product in each major 
reach of the river on which navigation now exists? 

General SreMAN. The 1956 tonnage reported for the Arkansas River to Dar- 
danelle was 601,963 tons. No waterway improvement materials are included in 
this figure, and the tonnage is principally made up of sand and gravel. This 
movement is mostly with less than 3-mile haul, although very significant in the 
construction effort and economy of the area. It occurs essentially at three 
locations, in the vicinity of: Pine Bluff, 145,500 tons; Little Rock, 301,711 tons; 
and Dardanelle, 104,400 tons. Crushed limestone is the next largest classifica- 
tion, with 37,483 tons moved from 3 locations below Little Rock, with a 
maximum haul of 39 miles. Considering an average haul of 2 miles for the 
sand and gravel, and an average haul of 20 miles for the limestone, the ton- 
mileage figure would be over 1.9 million. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. What is the present channel depth from the mouth of the 
Arkansas upstream to Dardanelle? 

General Seeman. The present channel depths of the Arkansas River from its 
mouth to Dardanelle would not exceed 3 to 4 feet during the low-water seasons. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You stated earlier that studies were underway to determine the 
proper size of navigation locks. This indicates that you are not sure in your own 
mind as to what size and type locks should be built. Why should we provide 
money for continuation of this project under such circumstances? 

General Sreman. The actual construction of the lock would not be initiated 
until all the engineering necessary in connection therewith has been developed. 


Mr. ANDERSEN. It is difficult to understand why you start out with 


a lock in the middle of the overall navigation project. It is a little 
like building a railroad station before the track is laid. 


GREERS FERRY RESERVOIR, WHITE RIVER BASIN, ARK. 


Mr. Cannon. The next project is Greers Ferry Reservoir, White 
River Basin, Ark., for which $4 million is requested. 

We will insert pages 67a through 72 for the record. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


GrREERS Ferry RESERVOIR, WHITE RIVER Basin, ARK. 


(Continuing) 


Budget estimate espe ass h so re, eee et a re $2, 000, 000 
Revised estimate___________- eer a . 4, 000, 000 
Increase in budget estimate___ a re rie eB a sce cc bs us i Gi es <ohe 2, 000, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


| 1959 budget | 


Revised Increase 


estimate | 

* ae cele dR i dee a th | 
| 

| 

' 


$810, 000 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area $1, 000, 000 $190, 000 





Initiate contracts for relocation of roads and utilities ‘ oe 100, 000 100, 000 | 
Initiate construction of dam 500, 000 2, 085, 000 1, 585, 000 
Initiate supply contracts for turbines, generators, and trans- 
formers - _- as saa 90, 000 | 90, 000 | 
Engineering and design ae 375, 000 | 475, 000 | 100, 000 
Supervision and administration_..._._-- cane | 125, 000 250, 000 | 125, 000 
2, 000, 000 4, 000, 000 | 2, 600, 000 


Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget | Revised estimate 
tata etic ame = eth meet tt 

Entire project.................. bicinneieibeinowesnee stunts SON th crnedern aninjhintstiios ..| June 1964. 
Ae. Re we RES. ...| June 1963. 
I oh nish leds kandad <icmaduin delineate Peed Us cWodkwecobed | December 1961. 
RO Cn weskiis Ieodisesiedvenewarncigiduen | November 1961_...........-- | November 1961. 
Power on line: | 

ON a ed ae a Ed | Mtl WOR... ec. .ce ..| April 1963. 

Be Wn, FUND i sknbe cdc. ccdeincelecsinsisocts | August 1063................ .-| August 1963. 

3d unit, 32,000 kw 


1 scsmpeeenion ....-| December 1963._..............| December 1963 
| 


Location.—The dam is located on the Little Red River, 79 miles above the 
mouth, in Cleburne County, Ark., 3 miles northeast of Heber Springs, Ark., 
and 55 miles north of Little Rock, Ark. The reservoir will extend into Van Buren 
County, Ark. 

Authorization.—1938 and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.09 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 


| 
Amount | percent of 
| estimated 
| Federal cost 
eS a ee ae ee ee eS a ee | Me a a 
Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation initially)--.-................- $52, 100, 000 | Peaceawadecsance 
oe Sakon cunwcascidenswawkckunebensnc |  testeteetecsckeas 
8 ns el Sac adnakadntaeenas’mebemanat OE ani elanie 
EO eee ckwidstampmiedhabeaaed haeibtoae a 0 aden he 
Pe IONE, WROUNOS GON ib kisc se dncascientimasedesdéadentccbiinudbdctots G2, 100000 4 icc. d. ecscenss 
ee hn. nce nuinsepmeniminamakounaes a Rp MET Disttensnwos/aaiintnan 
MOUs BEF TONE Yor BONO on 655i nk cee ese sew heeds Sy ee nccdabonckdducns 
a mniindind aieeeeh slide asie’ | 2, 845, 000 | 5 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_...............--..-.-.------- 2, 000, 000 | 9 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. .................---.---.----..-- | 47, 255, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity. 
Height: 242 feet above stream bed. 
Length: 1,627 feet. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
SON Gib de we Shida bn exc aeatiiredu indica dss EET, BOD) di 716, 000 
Pe ANNs 66s 5 ise ands mies ess se ee ee 934, 000 
Se BOND goin tian chee witli keomnat ad te drama 1, 194, 000 

Os aca At a > imp ws neh nie Sh ek ee 2, 844, 000 

Spillway: 


Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 

Capacity: (Maximum pool) 265,000 cubic feet per second. 
Power installation: 

Initial: 3 units at 32,000 kw.; 96,000 kw. 

Ultimate: 3 units at 32,000 kw.; 96,000 kw. 

Presently planned: 3 units at 32,000 kw.; 96,000 kw. 

Nominal head: 186 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent 
complete 
Entire project 3 
Acquisition of dam site and reservoir area __ _- 9 
Construction facilities 64 
Completion schedule: 
Entire project_- ; June 1964. 
Land acquisition _ _ - é ae June 1963. 
Relocations _. ‘ December 1961. 
Dam closure _ - ; ; November 1961. 
Power on line: 
ist unit, 32,000 kilowatts _ pe id ‘ April 1963. 


2d unit, 32,000 kilowatts_-— —___ 
3d unit, 32,000 kilowatts 


leks aa . August 1963. 
eS Pee _._.. December 1963. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Greers Ferry Reservoir is the downstream unit in the approved plan of 
developmént for flood control and other purposes in the White River Basin. 
The basin plan provides for construction of five multiple-purpose projects includ- 
ing power, of which Greers Ferry is one, and four flood-control reservoirs. Greers 
Ferry Reservoir, upon completion, will provide 934,000 acre-feet of flood-control 
storage and 96,000 kilowatts of generating capacity. The project will regulate 
flows from 1,146 square miles of the drainage area of Little Red River which is one 
of the larger contributors of flood flow to the White River. Regulation of flows 
from this area will benefit the 79-mile agricultural reach along Little Red River 
downstream from the dam and in conjunction with the other authorized reser- 
voirs will modify floods in the 182-mile reach of White River downstream from 
the junction of Little Red River. It is estimated that about 26,000 people reside 
in the flood plains of the two streams downstream from the Greers Ferry dam 
site. About 886,000 acres of lands and improvements, valued at more than 
$68 million along the Little Red River and lower White River, 28 miles of Federal 
highways and 48 miles of railroad will be benefited by the flood-control features 
of the project. Approximately 18 percent of the flood losses prevented by the 
reservoir system on the lower White River downstream from the mouth of Little 
Red River will be attributable to the Greers Ferry project. The demand for 
power in the area which will be served by the Greers Ferry project is increasing 
rapidly due to: normal load growth and industrial expansion. The Federal Power 
Commission’ has indicated that the entire power output of the project, if avail- 
able, could be absorbed into the area load during the period 1955-60 or several 
years before the first unit can be placed on the line. The release of water inci- 
dental to power generation at Greers Ferry will improve flows during the dry 
season in Little Red River downstream from the dam site and in the White River 
below the mouth of Little Red River. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The request of $2,000,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area_______..____---- $810, 000 
Initiate contracts for relocation of roads and utilities______- jansin2 100, 000 
Initiate construction of dam___.- Pa ot Seo 500, 000 
Initiate supply contracts for turbines, ge nerators, ‘and transformers_- 90, 000 
Engineering and design_ eases Tg Lckcne wien ae 375, 000 
Supervision and RING schoo Ot a re 125, 000 

I eee he stole a dca dds couse 2, 000, 000 


The earliest possible completion of the Greers Ferry project is essential in 
meeting present power deficits in the southwestern area. To meet the estab- 
lished power on line dates it is necessary that the funds requested for fiseal year 
1959 be provided. These funds are required to permit initiation of the first 
major construction contract in fiscal year 1959. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—No change from the latest estimat: 
presented to Congress. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





























| | | 
Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 
Feature |Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | eal year complete 
| estimate | 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
| | | | 
(1) (2) | (3) | (4) | (5) | (6) 
Lands and damages_................-- ae $4, 322, 000 | $89, 400 $700, 900 $969, 600 | $2, 562, 100 
ee  cnnadene sith, aR Bitiak nciatk « suibninch animes | 100, 000 1, 625, 000 
Pitkin cient atacand nckanoenmes | 362, 500 |...- hens ab as enbacalniog ees ee 
TE GREE Siacakssncsas a dephdledhtallectetaan 500, 000 | 27, 502, 200 
Th RN Bedi cena isa beacons | 90, 000 | 11, 385, 300 
a Ee ee a<f Gee fics cedsteennc Ree Ae Ee 50, 500 
Recreation facilities__...................__- | SEU Acicksi calidslchamaeiieynioennseennan 245, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities.___-______| OD Ba OE Be soe ae 169, 500 
Permanent operating equipment__-_-...--- | TOO Lic inca eued ce tees Sabie togeBta a iadhlcdle 104, 000 
Engineering and design...............-.--- | 2,315,000 810, 800 610, 900 375, 000 | 518, 300 
Supervision and administration. ........-- 3, 329, 000 | 90, 600 66, 700 125, 300 | 3,046, 400 
_ | ee | 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
a ee al ls 990, 800 1, 378, 500 2, 159, 900 | 47, 570, 800 
Undistribuved A a 29, 600 241, 400 45, 000 —316, 000 
Construction facilities (29, 600) (241, 400) | (45, 000)| (—316, 000) 
Total project cost (Federal funds r, 
ee ee i eS 1, 020, 400 1, 619, 900 2, 204, 900 | 7, 254, 800 
Pending adjustments__..............-- —5, 200 BED Witiiiethiciaas Ramen desman 
Total cost (Federal funds only) -_----- 52,100,000 | 1,015,200 | 1,625,100 | 2,204, 900° | 47, 254, 800 
Undelivered orders...............-....---- |------------ 57, 090 —57, 000 |.....- gbeeia 
‘alee Geeeetione... ................-- lonceseuswces 1, 072, 200 1, 568, 100 2, 204, 900 47, 254, 800 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
ML i Ahn OE Og is 1, 145,200 | 1, 700,000 | Bi pth |.--- i 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956.....|.......--- sah sted bh bocce Wii 
Unobligated carryover from prior year-_.._.|.....-...--.]---- i 73, 000 204, 900 bSeawd 
Total funds available for obligation.------- hp cnidintinidiapiete eo b mal 1, 773, 000 I" 
Appropriations required.__........-- hecatea 2, 000, 000 47, 254, 800 


AAR) BESET EG OR pds ie 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Cannon. The benefit-cost ratio has dropped from 1.11 to 1 to 
1.09 to 1. Why have you dropped the benefit-cost ratio? 

General Sreman. This is only 2/100 of a point. It is not too 
significant. There has been some decrease in our power values and 
some slight increase in our annual charges. 

Mr. Cannon. You have a firm figure now, have you? 

General SremMan. Yes, sir; this is firm as of the present state of our 
investigations and planning. 








| 
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SCHEDULE FOR COMPLETION 


Mr. Cannon. Here is a proposition that is something like Bull 
Shoals Reservoir. Here is another project which has been set back 
1 year, including the availability of power. What effect will this delay 
have on the power deficit in the southwestern area? 

General SrpMan. Our estimated date of power on the line has 
slipped a year due to the delays in expenditures. 

Mr. Cannon. Why can you not move that back up? Is that the 
intention? 

We have understood that you had instruction from the top that 
this slowdown is to be dispensed with, and we are ready to go. 

Why can you not move that up and complete it on the original 
schedule? 

General Seeman. There are two principal considerations of immedi- 
ate concern. The first one is the power determinations and the long 
lead time of that special equipment; secondly, the ceiling of the 
authorization for these White River projects and this project is one in 
that category; the continuation of the Table Rock, Beaver, and those 
fifth and sixth units at Bull Shoals that we just passed over. 

Mr. Cannon. You are going to give it every attention you can? 

General Sreman. Within the limits of our authority, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. It appears that the increase of $2 million over the 
original budget estimate has no effect on the construction schedule. 

Why should we put the additional money in if it will not speed up 
the construction? That is the thing we are interested in, speeding up 
the construction. If that extra $2 million will not speed up construc- 
tion, why should we provide it? 

You probably recall a letter which this committee directed me to 
write to you that indicated that what we wanted to do was to speed 
up construction. This is contrary to the request of the committee. 
We want construction expedited here, and we trust that you will do 
that at every opportunity? 

General SrEMAN. Yes, sir. It depends on the State in which these 
projects are in. 

In the amended budget, we were not able to fully recover that 
time lost. There is still a slippage of about a year in the dates 
presented to the Congress last year. 

Mr. Cannon. Your budget estimate was $2 million and the revised 
estimate is $4 million, but the construction schedule was June 1964 
to complete the project, and the revised schedule is June 1964. The 
schedule to get the last power unit in operation was June 1963, and it 
is still June 1963, and on down the line. Although you are putting 
in the extra money, supposedly for the purpose of speeding up con- 
struction, you are not getting any acceleration. 

General SeEMAN. We have not been able to make up that time. 

Mr. Cannon. If this does not speed up construction, which is the 
purpose of it, why should we give it to you? Why are you asking 
for it? 

General SeeMan. It will not speed up any of the significant dates, 
but it will get the work ahead. It accomplishes more work early in 
the project and reduces your peak requirements. ; 

You will remember that one of the considerations that the Chief of 
Engineers mentioned was the program over a period of 6 or 7 years 
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and the problem that he was up against in trying to get the overall 
program within realistic limits. It was thought here that we could 
go ahead on this and not make the next 2, 3, or 4 years as steep. 

Mr. Cannon. We appropriated this money for a specific purpose, 
but you seem to be dragging your feet, General Seeman, on these 
several projects. 

If we provide the money, it will be with the intention that you will 
go ahead as expeditiously as possible. 

The committee will resume at 2 o’clock. 


AFTERNOON SESSION 
BULL SHOALS RESERVOIR, WHITE RIVER BASIN, ARK. AND MO. 


Mr, Cannon. The committee will come to order. 

Before we take up the Table Rock Reservoir, I would like to go back 
to the Bull Shoals Reservoir for a minute. I want to ask you about 
the speed with which you are working there. Your justification 
points out need for early completion of these additional power units. 
However, you have not asked for money to speed up the work on 
many of these projects. You have asked for money without speeding 
up work and here you indicate intention to speed up the work but you 
have not asked for money for that purpose. 

General Seeman. That is right. These are long-lead time items. 
This is only the addition of turbine and power units in the powerhouse 
which is already existing. 

In presenting the amended budget we have not been able to see any 
additional speedup potential. 

Mr. Cannon. You are in position with the funds at hand to ac- 
celerate completion and to make these power units available at. an 
earlier date? 

General Sreman. We will proceed as rapidly as the appropriation 
permits, and authorization is involved here, too, Mr. Chairman. 
This is one of the basins very close to its authorization ceiling. 


GREERS FERRY RESERVOIR, WHITE RIVER BASIN, ARK. 


Mr. Cannon. The Greers Ferry Reservoir is one of those projects 
that was set back a year. You not only delayed completion but you 
delayed availability of power as I recall it. 

General Sreman. Yes, sir. We have slipped our power date from 
that reported to the committee last year by a year, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. This is one of those on which you have amended the 
budget. To the $2 million you had in the original budget you have 
asked for an increase of another $2 million which will give a total of 
$4 million. But you still hold your completion date of April 1963, 
on the first unit. 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. With those additional funds, doubling the amount of 
money provided, why could you not speed it up? You have the first, 
second, and third unit and there is no advance of the date of comple- 
tion of any of them. 

General Seeman. That is correct, sir. As far as the power is con- 
cerned it is correct. However, in the other phases of the dam we have 
only slipped I believe on the dam closure, slippage which is significant, 
4 months. 
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Mr. Cannon. These figures do not bear out that conclusion, 
General. It notice you say on page 77a under the revised completion 
schedule the entire project was due to be completed in June 1964 
under your 1959 adaet, Under your revised estimate it is still due 
to be completed in June 1964, although you have doubled the amount 
of money. Why with these additional funds could you not accelerate 
construction in order to make this available sooner? ‘There is » 
great dearth of power out there. 

General Sreman. Yes, sir; we only slipped 4 months in the dam 
closure date, Mr. Chairman. It is true we have not been able to 
improve the ‘deliv ery of the power but we do have a much more bal- 
anced construction schedule. This is one of those things where you 
can reduce in a realistic budget and schedule; you can reduce future 
years and spread it out more evenly and do a better job. 

This has been held up from some progress during the portion of this 
year when we had expenditure limitations. 

Mr. Cannon. What effect will this delay have on the power deficit 
in the southwestern area? We are driving in order to provide ade- 
quate power down there. I am just wondering if this delay in the 
original schedule will increase the deficit. 

General Sreman. I know of no specific critical use which will be 
affected. We just have that general statement from the power 
marketing agency that the power will be capable of being absorbed 
when it is ready. 


Mr. Cannon. They are in position to give you the facts in the case? 
General Seman. Yes, sir. 


TABLE ROCK RESERVOIR, WHITE RIVER BASIN, MO. AND ARK. 


Mr. Cannon. Taking up the Table Rock Reservoir, White River 
Basin, Mo. and Ark., there is $12,400,000 requested. We will insert 
pages 73a to 79 for the record. 


(The pages referred to follow:) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 
TaBLe Rock Reservorn, WHITE River Bastin, Mo. anv ARK. 


(Continuing) 
aoc estimate Be 9 gts pe ee esgic acs ceo aoe hein eo ee a oa $12, 400, 000 


Neots 12, 400, 000 
0 


The i increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 

estimate 
Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area_-_-_-._.....-- $559, 500 $559, 500 0 
OIINS TEIOIIIING ne nce cectsncennccsnspititnaslaeddanate 2, 531, 000 2, 531, 000 0 
GCORINED PERE VON GOUMTIIE 6 8 din cn cickcccenthndndtreenétenesne 1, 918, 900 1, 918, 900 0 
Complete construction of the dam... -....:---.......---.-.-...- 974, 400 974, 400 0 
Continue construction of powerhouse. -_.................--..-. 1, 463, 800 1, 463, 800 0 
Continue procurement of turbines, generators, governors, 

switchyard, accessory and miscellaneous equipment, tail- 

I ocak tian i batman stnninladcnnotiy amen ctiacadhsaakeban 3, 693, 400 3, 693, 400 0 
Complete construction of operational roads. ................-- 34, 000 34, 000 0 
Initiate construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities... ..._ 120, 400 120, 400 0 
Initiate procurement of permanent operating equipment-.--__- 38, 500 38, 500 0 
ee OID 6 oe dilind< pccdemensedentsccenauneed 146, 800 146, 800 0 
Supervision and.administration............................... 919, 300 9° 9, 300 0 

12, 400,000 | 12, 400, 000 0 





Lo ete ape A aha ee Ne Ad 


) 
§ 
. 





Entire project.................-- 


Land acquisition. __.............- 


eR . 
Dam closure-_._-- 
Power on line: 
Ist unit, 50,000 kw______- 
2d unit, 50,000 kw. _. 
3d unit, 50,000 kw__- 
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Revised completion schedule 


4th unit, 50,000 kw_......_____- 


1959 budget 


June 1960__.._____. 
Completed_.___-_.- 


Marois 1900.....25.2.552i..-- 


September 1960.____- 


December 1960 


Revised estimate 


June 1961. 
June 1960. 
June 1960. 
Completed. 


March 1960. 
June 1960. 
September 1960. 








' 


December 1960. 





Location.—The dam is located on the White River, 529 miles above the mouth 
in Taney and Stone Counties, 40 miles south of Springfield, Mo., 8 miles upstream 
from Branson, Mo. The reservoir will extend into Barry County, Mo.; and Boone, 
Carroll, and Benton Counties, Ark. 

Authorization.—1941 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1.0. 


Summarized financial data 





Acoumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
| 
Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) __- anf GU laspwdtnnaccotens 
a iw Stein hd Si ancineh seis cbiinnwpeiolceanteds wihweneia | Wa satel tawteinlee Sate 
Cash contribution___...._...-- ppp SiGe ath atgthblcd putehGetbnaadeaee OE ie ie 
i tidlcetinnwtecnacdcans iil anise geal arleoncndnicnraeainendsisaiiaathe einai ee deta ie eale sade 
Total estimated project cost. ................-.--------..---.-------- ae... hs. 
A peeegeeseens ae Frme BO, 1907 oo. 2 ns ss nd sb ddd chk 35, 324, 000 }...............- 
EE DDE SOME BUNBo es ncn nc cccsvcncsuwsocecsttinedwemeases Oil, MONO fete cceseccasnn 
Appropriations to date__...........-- poG-o—annatnebspdtaomenitesdeed 52. 474, 000 . 75 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959___...........--.-...---..----- 12, 400, 000 3 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959... ...................-...-.....-. © Fee lndedunsecmecekt« 


! Includes permanent transfer to project of $160,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity and earth embankment. 
Height: 252 feet above stream bed. 
Length: 1,602 feet (concrete section); 4,821 feet (embankment section). 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
eh We ia al teens marries ie ce i aaa nes 1, 932, 000 
DNL ros i bee ee eee 760, 000 
SONNE tone cote és Gee i eee eee eea ees 770, 000 

a La ala nes hci cae dadasiatia eating Aca andapiann ai 3, 462, 000 

Spillway: 


Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 

Capacity: (Maximum pool) 569,000 cubic feet per second. 
Power installation: 

Initial: 4 units at 50,000 kw.; 200,000 kw. 

Ultimate: 4 units at 50,000 kw.; 200,000 kw. 

Presently planned: 4 units at 50,000 kw.; 200,000 kw. 

Nominal head: 190 feet. 


Oe ee ee 


eT 
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Status Jan. 1 1958 Percent 
PEP ROU 6 eine do te eae ee take woes Ail, eel iota: Oe 64 
Acquisition of dam site and reservoir area -_ _.-..----------------------- 73 
SE ein oan cin tinns dp anand scheeivn doukuan ay kale NToauL ous 43 


First stage construction, including construction of first cofferdam on left bank, 
foundation excavation on right and left abutments, and impervious fill on a 
porion: or Wie left aletment: . = 222d s coe Sc ae iccsuereswwees 100 

Second stage construction, including excavation for dam and powerhouse 
within the second cofferdam and placement of main dam concrete including 


Genes Ween: arid Solh trainin Wes eee in be ss, oe eee 100 
Third stage construction, including installation of power penstocks and the 
placement of remaining concrete in main dam structure________________ 90 


Procurement of four 68,000 hp. turbines, four 50,000 kw. generators, main 
transformers, and associated accessory electric ‘and miscellaneous power- 


plant equipment sie a ye al cy be Se ae i aa eas A hc wire since yulniaet idemeligr cates Ga nn LC 27 
Construction of pow erhouse, including installation of embedded turbine parts, 
penstocks, and other {8 Rate mati ion he USE SEER, TRE TION, 57 


Completion schedule 

Entire project, June 1961. 
Land acquisition, June 1960. 
Relocations, June 1960. 
Dam closure, completed. 
Power on line: 

Ist unit, 50,000 kw., March 1960. 

2d unit, 50,000 kw., June 1960. 

3d unit, 50,000 kw., September 1960. 

4th unit, 50,000 kw., December 1960. 


Justification.—The project is one of a system of nine reservoirs authorized for 
flood control and hydroelectric power production in the White River Basin. The 
expansion of the aluminum industry in Arkansas during the Korean emergency 
diverted 150,000 kilowatts of capacity from Bull Shoals which had previously 
been committed to fulfill in part the rapidly growing demands for rural electricity. 
The power needs in the area are expanding at a rapid rate and there will be a need 
for substantially more power by the time the project is completed than the project 
will make available. The power from the project can be fully integrated into the 

wer supply of the area. The project will provide flood protection to the towns of 

ranson and Hollister, Mo., and will provide flood-control benefits to about 
1,064,100 acres of land and 25 towns along the White River downstream from Bull 
Shoals Dam. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount, of $12,400,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area__......-.---- -- $559, 500 
Continue relocations-__-_-_--.----- at nti Mena wae pees eee 2, 531, 000 
Complete reservoir cle aring : oa wr Sa rate ta co Oa hoa _ 1,918, 900 
Complete construction of the Rei its, i, dase Rahat aoe 974, 400 
Continue construction of powerhouse____--.......---..-.-------- 1, 463, 800 
Continue procurement and installation of turbines, generators, gover- 

nors, accessory and miscellaneous equipment, and construction of 

switchyard emia CUNO i. a an ceramics rant ie tc eae 3, 693, 400 


‘Complete construction of operational SONS A. cchahED sic nesipanta 34, 000 
Initiate construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities. ..._.___-_- 120, 400 
Initiate procurement of permanent operating Pree vee Dera or eon 38, 500 
Engineering and design_ sah atl oni li aa NN 146, 800 
Supervision and Mndbiietvetiee i tool. 2ilih ee oa tte lates 919, 300 

DP ih bs edn ag ended sisi ni whe ee wale pens 12, 400, 000 


The earliest possible completion of the Table Rock project will assist in meeting 
the forecasted 1960 power requirements in the southwestern area. With funds 
requested for fiscal year 1959, relocations and construction of the dam will be 
completed on schedule. The powerhouse will, by July 1, 1958, be advanced to 
a stage of construction where it will be necessary to continue operations at cur- 
rently scheduled rates in order to avoid increased construction costs and to meet 
the scheduled power-on-line dates. 

Non-Federal costs.— None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 


25230—58—pt. 2——_57 


Cee an ea ances cnn ne eS alleen dha 


eae Ap i SENS SE TENE i 
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Comparison of Federal cost estimate: No change from the latest estimate ($69,- 
600,000) submitted to Congress. However, feature estimate details have been 
revised to reflect costs of work completed to ‘date, receipt of bids and estimates of 
remaining requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1957 and 1958 








Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 











Feature Project cost} June 30, fiscal year | cal year complete 
| estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
eh ies CI oe 2k occa cesetbiwowt $5, 275, 000 | $3, 030,300 | $1, 514, 200 $559, 500 $171, 000 
ica id batirai dite een oer mnsitalinewns 10, 451, 800 1, 652, 7 5, 879, 700 2, 531, 000 388, 400 
Ch ciala eee Decchepisndlivertratanty Aiertines | 2,375, 700 16, 400 395,800 | 1,918, 900 44, 600 
Re cca cc caceenc cata sae | 25, 476, 500 | 22,072,100 | 2,202,500} °974/400| — 227, 500 
I carsce nom swe tretsesuesaheweue | 18, 002,200 | 3,315,100 | 5,754,200 | 5,154,200 | 3,778, 700 
IN tiitnn ai bak bciite hekhirnaaanioe mill 65, 600 1, 100 30, 000 34, 000 500 
Recreation facilicies.......................- ED ci ninniitendlinmenaxaghess I ss espcsitieni tied 253, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities__....-._- 202, 900 Bee Eakcnensuateis 120, 400 80, 100 
Permanent operating equipment. -_-.-....--} 68, 200 GED hewcoutdiddbes 38, 500 29, 200 
Engineering and design.._............-.--- | 3,348,800 | 2,991, 500 182, 100 146, 800 28, 400 
Supervision and administration _.........- 4,080, 300 | 1,919, 500 | 1,019, 200 919, 300 222, 300 
Total applied costs (Federal funds 
eke kie ita batadincdcanineecckonnce | 69, 600,000 | 35,001,600 | 16,977,700 | 12,397,000 | 5, 223, 700 
Undistributed cost- . dtpitsicisadee 587, 300 — 252, 600 3, 000 —337, 700 
Payments for goods and services not | 
NE 6 cic ondsdcodageraantews iicenniesehey (257, 900)| (—257, 900)}...........-}............ 
Construction facilities... .............- bide sncencaais (329, 400) (5, 300) (3, 000)| (—337, 700) 
Total project costs (Federal funds | 
Se | 69, 600,000 | 35, 588,900 | 16,725,100 | 12, 400, 000 4, 886, 000 
Pending adjustments...............--- eee ; "1, 005.800 |} 2) 0080/9004)... ccc docks... 
a iia 
Total ecsts (Federal funds only) .....| 69, 600, 000 | 34, 18), 190 | 18, 133, 90 12, 4°0, 000 iy 886, 000 
Undelivered orders. ...........-- rae ; -| 1, 042, 700 |—1, 042, 700 | 160,000 | —160, 000 








caesar | 35, 222, 800 17, 091, 200 | 12, 560,000 | 4, 726, 000 


| 
| 
. 
Total obligations...................- I 

METHOD OF FINANCING | 
. Féderal funds: 
DORE HTIIOING . 50s ons 00 oo cn e- | 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_|..........-- 
Unobligated carryover from prior year 


Total funds available for obligation. .|............}..........-- 17, 251, 200 |_...-... | ole iieeeied 


Appropriations required.-..........---.---- |-----ncennn- 











1 Includes $1,406,200 earned by contractor proceeding at own risk after funds available for contract were 


exhausted 


Mr. Cannon. The installation of the first power unit has been set 
back 16 months and the second unit has been set back 9 months. 
What has caused that delay of 16 months in one instance and 9 
months in the other? 

General SreMAN. This is the project where we had the floods of 
record last year and we were delayed some months in middle and late 


1957. 
Mr. Cannon. You can say this delay was due to the depredations 


of the flood? 

General SzerMAN. In part; yes, sir. There was some delay due to 
the expenditure limitations where we were not able to enter into new 
contracts in the early part of this fiscal year. 

There has also been some delay due to our reevaluation of the 
overall White River basin program to determine the priorities within 
our limited authorization. This is another part of this White River 
comprehensive authorization which is very close to exhaustion. 

Mr. Cannon. Are you making every effort to speed it up at this 
time under the circumstances? 
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General SrEMAN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions, gentlemen? 


EUFAULA RESERVOIR, CANADIAN RIVER, OKLA, 


The Eufaula Reservoir, Canadian River, Okla., 
$7.5 million. Insert pages 80a to 86 for the record. 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


is budgeted for 


EurauLa Reservoir, CANADIAN RIvER, OKLA. 


(Continuing) 
RTE, OUCG nS cas h s eay ah earcee  e $4, 500, 000 
eeenees CURSOS oa onc weenie temas aaa 7, 500, 000 
pearedes te Hekinet Cbs fon oe dae n ane oscnnedenascseunn 3, 000, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 








1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue acquisition of land in reservoir area_...............-| $1, 200,000 $2, 200, 000 $1, 000, 000 
Initiate required highway and railroad relocations. - -__._..--- 2, 570, 000 4, 510, 000 1, 940, 000 
Supervision and administration. - “ . sit 330, 000 SA hesitate tocoone 
Engineering and design. ee 400, 000 460, 000 60, 000 
We ent Le...s. corte ee 4, 500, 000 7, 500, 000 | 3, 000, 000 





Revised co an schedule 


1959 budget 





Revised estimate 


ee sc sper ncn eas ge eg June 1965. 
Acquisition... Reese es Se ae June 1964. 
Relocations_- ‘im sitnitneinieinomitionises pending Deis ah EE cancecis acai June 1965. 


Clearing reservoir - 


March 1965 
Embankment, spillway, and | pow er intake structure: 


Yesibdteeiiabanasaee March 1963. 


Closure of dam............-- iepieccncmasineiamae DTI 5 « « bcbbbwiitasonn July 1963. 

I oo ccnmancntiseccnnnsneatiul IS OES ee April 1964. 
Access and service roads___- me CO —=En a ee June 1965. 
Administrative and maintenance ‘building on) CUT Bete wenccasetescuet January 1958. 
I  eniscehadialial ME < Gab séntmacdenthuads May 1965. 
Powerplant and hydroe lectric facilities.....--____- FUME GONE dvtadncadctiucedinbocs June 1965. 
Power on.line: 

ist unit—30,000 kilowatts__...._-- ow mietsieasti da kip SP I ths Sanne ieeeeinl March 1964. 

2d \usit—30,000 kilowatts. ................-...-.- Deoember 1966__.............- December 1964. 


3d urrit—30,000 kilowatts_.....................-- a eee March 1965. 


Location.—On the Canadian River, 27 miles above the mouth, about 12 miles 
east of Eufaula, Okla. 
Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 
" Benefit-cost ratio.—1.20 to 1.0 (multiple-purpose plan for lower Arkansas River 
asin). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 


BIN ell ie dc Splice 
Estimated non-Federal cost __ - -- 
Cash contributions_ - 
RR CII ie i ttpttrensbciio’ bance te 
Total estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 
Appropriations to date. -_---_--- 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959. 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 


Type: earth-fill. 
Height: 112 feet (maximum above stream bed). 
Length: 3,180 feet (including spillway and powerhouse intake). 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Se sles spins Boh eo Rhea, et cl ils Nace ....-- 1, 481, 000 
Flood control - - va emicm nth kabedes cas Maks eearetkcaicere 1, 470, 000 
Dead storage____ se allah opal: £91 ds abss catenieali-a) the nies 897, 000 

eR cen : was rink wah dabws am a, nla 

Spillway: 


Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin (12 40-foot by 
32-foot tainter gates). 
Power installation: 
Initial: 3 units at 30,000 kilowatts; 90,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate: 3 units at 30,000 kilowatts; 90,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 3 units at 30,000 kilowatts; 90,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 110 feet. 
Design capacity: (Maximum pool) 469,000 cubic feet per second. 


Status, Jan. 1, 1958 





Percent Completion 

complete schedule 
enna doen naneanpantn on bnasgieacarnhans bbusheaeynsine 2 | June 1967. 
NR i gins Seuie rocisadcdudddchacossehbeshbesessancscceconnudense 2 | June 1967. 
aL nd nc plot pemiedennd’ eben eeabenkeaiene 0 | December 1966, 
a og a cid aeeareehundienesesingesebumonguashenn 0 | March 1965. 
Embankment, spillway, and power intake structure.._................-- 0 | August 1965.! 

0 | June 1966.2 

I DONS itis Sin sung st ccumawenacovnncsedsewteonateunen 28 | December 1966. 
Administrative and maintenance building...........................-..- 95 | January 1958. 
net. .-t ie. Dia acc dedubetedaanenenoes pions 0 | May 1967. 
Powerplant and hydroelectric facilities...........................-.-.--- 0 | June 1967. 


1 Closure of dam, 
? Completion of dam. 


Power on line: 
Ist unit, 30,000 kilowatts; March 1966. 
2d unit, 30,000 kilowatts; December 1966. 
3d unit, kilowatts; March 1967. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Eufaula project is a multipurpose reservoir on the Canadian River, and is 
the key unit in the multiple-purpose plan for development of the Arkansas River 
for flood control, hydroelectric power, navigation, water supply, and other pur- 
poses. The benefited area from flood control consists of the overflow area down- 
stream from the project comprising 12,000 acres in the Canadian River Valley 
and 800,000 acres in the Arkansas River Valley. The maximum flood of record 
in the lower Canadian River and Arkansas River occurred in May 1943 and esti- 
mated flood damages in that area were about $21 million, based on price level and 
conditions at the time of the flood. Based on present-day conditions and price 
levels, a flood of equal magnitude would cause damages estimated at 2 to 3 times 
this amount. The reservoir would have completely controlled this flood on the 
Canadian River, thereby greatly reducing the magnitude of the flood on the Ar- 
kansas River. The increasing need for electric power in the southwestern area will 
be partially satisfied through the installation of the three 30,000-kilowatt units 
scheduled to go into operation in March 1966, December 1966, and March 1967. 
The project will be of great value for public use as a recreational area. Con- 
struction of the Eufaula Dam and Reservoir is a logical step in the multiple- 
purpose plan for development of the Arkansas River Basin. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $4,500,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of land in the reservoir area_.........-..-.--. $1, 200, 000 
Initiate required highway and railroad relocations. _.........._-_- 2, 570, 000 
Supervision and administration... -............-..-.------------ 330, 000 
SUNDOUT SE UNIO R el eaten eae 400, 000 

ecstacy Sein tarpiines vive naspinn gelesen it lina ti eat ial 4, 500, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—(None.) 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$154 million is an increase of $1 million over the last estimate ($153 million) 
submitted to Congress. Increases in construction costs amounted to $2,145,000 
due to higher price levels and a net increase of $830,000 due to more detailed 
design studies and award of initial contracts. The cost of engineering and design 
and supervision and administration were increased by $1,210,000 based on ex- 
perienced cost on similar projects and to provide for the required contribution to 
the civil service retirement fund. These increases were partially offset by a 
$3,185,000 reduction in contingencies. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


‘Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 





Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) 
Lands and damages... . $12, 907, 000 $214, 900 $750, 000 | $1, 200, $10, 742, 100 
Relocations............. Wee Os FO Bis Sed ctncbe cone cane 3, 683,200 | 71, 819, 500 
» a i OE Tn cadae cents ans hss Riceniiitiedt 
ph ikvahlanettaatenGanabtiiesd 27, 276, 900 80, 700 182, 800 |............] 27,013, 400 
Rl RI es os cnc eouin IE Decdiveisiclend:ghiiiseiit si imacimndaitedeeutishueninags 11, 200 
a 1 WUE Pacadeominsie a we 15, 053, 500 
Roads, railroads & bridges................- 1, 319, 300 86, 400 520, 600 94, 100 618, 200 
Recreation facilities... __ ah Racal PN ee ac anl l 700, 000 
Buildings, grounds and utilities. ___- 365, 200 64, 000 ) > ees 175, 300 
Permanent operating equipment -_-_--.-___- 104, 700 13, 000 IY Wi canicieicaes'ntninae 75, 600 
Engineering and design..................-. 6, 339,000 | 1, 575, 200 566, 000 400, 000 3, 797, 800 
Supervision and administration -_......._- 8, 981, 700 213, 400 113, 200 340, 200 8, 314, 900 
Total applied cost ‘Federal funds 

ha ciadbhbeakindincscashidbe idl 154, 000,000 | 2,247,600 | 2,274, 600 esha! 143, 760, 300 
Construetion en: ses ee 68, 000 | ty, a eee —81, 400 








Ol,.. sac ccsbeosenadskesdcstad 000,000 | 2,315,600 | 2,288,000 5,717,500 | 143, 678, 900 

ey olbnstanents i iedabalicnches phalsl oueceplascaletastaceh elaine —12, 300 i Pe ic sideman 
Total cost (Federal funds only) _....- 154,000,000 | 2,324,200 | 2,275,700 | 5,721,200 | 143, 678, 900 
IND CII ooo ction dnncantnedionhaiatnane eibael 242,900 | —242, 900 570, 000 —570, 000 
eT Ee ee Soe 2, 567,100 | 2,032,800 | 6,291,200 | 143, 108, 900 

METHOD OF FINANCING 

i i Sa et Satake SG TAP FR Oe Fa cecececnt ll cclncencuce 
Permanent transfers since July 1 1956 ...._|_.....-...-- SEE cA ON Biennial deepennmmenren 
Unobligated carryover from prior year. _..}.........-..|-- sanseeraaeds EUS fe Fey SE Cetin eee Xs 
Total funds available for obligation _|_.........._}_.....-. iceman. Mai cen chtees cts thelial ta heel 
Appropriation required. _..............-.-- pb ances sitet anise cai eS ebciaas 4, 500, 000 | 143, 108, 900 


Mr. Cannon. Why is $1,791,200 of this year’s appropriation being 
carried forward to 1959? 

General Seeman. The essential reason for this ca forward is 
our limitation on expenditures during the current fiscal year. 

Mr. Cannon. What limitations? 

General Seeman. As was reported by the Chief of Engineers in his 
initial statement, we were operating under obligations and expendi- 
ture restrictions for the first part of the fiscal year 1958. We cannot 
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say that the entire delay in this project is due to that but it is a very 
large contributor. We have had some delay due to reevaluation of 
our planning and engineering capabilities. 


SCHEDULE FOR POWER FACILITIES 


Mr. Cannon. General Seeman, you have throughout this budget 
asked for supplementary funds and quite sizable additional amounts 
have been requested to supplement the original budget. But by 
some coincidence you have not asked for additional funds on any of 
these power features. 

Take the Bull Shoals and Table Rock projects. Additional money 
is asked for everything else but no additional money is asked for these. 
Where was the decision actually made not to request money for these 
when money was requested for the other projects? 

General SreMan. Sir, these power projects with particular regard 
to the power equipment, they are very long-lead time items. We have 
not yet had criteria issued to us to pay overtime or expediting costs. 

Mr. Cannon. When you sent in this estimate, General Seeman, did 
you send in an estimate for more money on these two? 

General Seeman. On Eufaula our amended estimate was $7.5 
million. 

Mr. Cannon. How about Table Rock? Did you not ask for more 
money? 

General Seeman. I do not believe there was any addition in the 
amended budget for Table Rock because it is not wise to expedite 
power equipment unless the dams and other pertinent works are ready 
to receive it. 

Mr. Cannon. Did you personally ask for more money or did you 
not? 

General Szeman. On Table Rock? 

Mr. Cannon. Table Rock. 

General Seeman. And Bull Shoals. No. sir. We did not increase. 

Mr. Cannon. You considered funds available as ample? 

General SemMan. Yes, sir; this is a reasonable balanced program, 
sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there further questions? 

Mr. Fenton. May I submit these questions for the record on 
Eufaula? 

Mr. Cannon. General, Dr. Fenton submits questions for the record 
at this point. We will ask you, when the transcript reaches you, to 
give us the responses to each of those questions. 

(The questions and answers referred to follow:) 


Mr. Fenton. Eufaula Reservoir is stated to be the key unit in the multi- 
purpose plan for the development of the Arkansas River for flood control, hydro- 
electric power, navigation, water supply, and other purposes. 

It is noted, however, that the reservoir storage is allocated to only two pur- 
poses, flood control and power. 

Why is no allocation shown for navigation and water supply purposes? 

General Seeman. None of the reservoir storage is identified as specifically 
for navigation. However, in addition to providing the other benefits, the 
reservoir will provide an essential service to the navigation features, by. con- 
trolling sediment flows into the improved waterway. There is no water supply 
presently contemplated for the Eufaula Reservoir. Water supply as noted in 
the statement refers to the overall plan for the Arkansas River. 

Mr. Fenton. What navigation benefits are attributed to this project and 
what reservoir storage will be required for such purpose? 
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General Szreman. The average annual navigation benefits attributed to this 
project are $2,926,000. Although no reservoir storage is specifically allocated 
to this purpose, the reservoir, in controlling the flow of sediment into the im- 
proved waterway, will provide essential benefits to navigation. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the B/C ratio for this project and what would it be if 
navigation was eliminated? 

General Szreman. The B/C ratio for the multiple purpose Arkansas River plan, 
of which Eufaula Reservoir is a unit, is 1.20 to 1. The B/C ratio for Eufaula 
Reservoir, as an individual project, is 1.16 to 1. If the navigation phase of the 
overall plan were eliminated, the B/C ratio for the Eufaula Reservoir, as an in- 
dividual project, would be 0.73 to 1. 


KEYSTONE RESERVOIR 


Mr. Fenton. What would be the benefit-cost ratio of this project if the naviga- 
tion features of the basin project are stricken out? 

General Seeman. The benefit-to-cost ratio would be 0.57 to 1 if the navigation 
features are stricken out. 

Mr. Fenton. What amount of reservoir storage will be required to maintain 
the navigation phase of the overall plan? 

General Szeman. There is no storage allocated to navigation only. The 
reservoir, in addition to providing the other benefits, will provide an essential 
service to the navigation features by controlling sediment flows into the improved 
waterway. 

Mr. Fenton. Will you furnish for the record the flow of the river at this dam 
site in acre-feet during the minimum daily, minimum monthly, and minimum 
yearly flow; the maximum daily, maximum monthly, and maximum yearly flow? 

General SEEMAN. The flow of the river at the dam site is as follows: 


Acre-feet 
SIE SURI EW os os wc recs Sw ee coed as te es a TE ee ons 
SRN UUNNE I MNGOUGINOI bes. ssi wi. <a weiin with tb Sk he ea oe 5, 320 
RINE I i ce baeteia tos eres ws ents ibrar acco olds aaa 403, 000 
TRI I nc Sd ais chia asc ahelctraediing gh ens etd lace 484, 000 
MND INARI: SRUOUNRII so 2s ra dado. ni mm ws nrnngy msaienaliinsin exe eee acai Sanna 3, 656, 000 
DERE GONG 8 io cwcwcwaccus neue enbowsiieamaeaee 11, 920, 000 


Mr. Fenton. What reduction in reservoir capacity and project cost could be 
made if the navigation phase of the project was eliminated? 

General Szreman. There would be no reduction in reservoir capacity or project 
cost if the navigation phase of the project was eliminated. The storage allocated 
to the control of sediment, which is a benefit to navigation, would be required 
for the other authorized purposes. 


DENISON DAM (LAKE TEXOMA), TEX. AND OKLA., HIGHWAY BRIDGE AT 
WILLIS SITE 


Mr. Cannon. The next project is Denison Reservoir (Lake Tex- 
oma), Tex. and Okla., highway bridge at Willis site. Pages 87a to 92 
will be inserted for the record. 

(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


Denison Dam (LAKE Texoma) Tex. AND OKLA.; Highway Brivnce at WILLIS 
SITs 


I CNC oe Nhl Oe ed $200, 000 
Revised estimate_______- ia ss planes es-ms scan Si wa cla As ah ...-- 1,000, 000 
ne Denial CRAB io sire inetd daimvecitarwcmacnmeeba 800, 000 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue construction of bridge at Willis site................- $193, 000 $961, 000 $768, 000 
Supervision and administration ....................-...-...-.. 7, 000 , 000 32, 
ak al alah had heed kiinn niacin te Scbibabiiets 200, 000 1, 000, 090 800, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
Entire project consisting of construction of bridge crossing at | Jume 1961_..........._. December 1960. 
Willis site. 


Location.—Crossing Lake Texoma about 29.6 miles upstream from Denison 
Dam and about 22 miles northwest of Denison, Tex., and 20 miles south of Madill, 
Okla. 

Authorization—Public Law 164, 84th Congress, approved July 15, 1955. 

Benefit-cost ratio —Not applicable. (Authorization was not dependent on 
economical justification.) 


Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
| 
ee ee ee ee ca meenene Gidiicaneiens Gee See fas. co catee 
Estimated non-Federal cost. ...................-....-... itil icaaepricenitctaininindlaic RJR ENO No wis cbeusadincen 
I ae 1, 212, 000 a 
OT ee hs oa vimanas inch apinanieibiasens pa bnaiiee {| = . 
Pe NONI NII GING si sini si Sci edb tances sdbee suns desde 7, 148, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957___........._.-- picnladdibtisentn te mogubidedetentad % 800, 000 |__- alee : Rueda. 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1056... ..............2.- 2222. CORE Be dsb snus iulbacs 
i tele lnienieimeniciomaeny 1, 580, 000 27 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1959...........-...- 2-2 | 200, 000 30 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. ._...............-...........-.-- GRINGO Petiedss coin dase 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Bridge at Willis site crossing of the reservoir: 
Design load: H-20. 
Length: 5,046 feet. 
Roadway width: 28 feet. 
Sidewalk (2) width: 3 feet. 
Status Jan. 1, 1958 
| 
Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
-—— a 
Entire project consisting of construction of bridge crossing at Willis site.___._| 1 | June 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Authorization and construction of the bridge crossing at Willis site is warranted 
only by the circumstances resulting from wartime restrictions which prevented 
construction under conditions anticipated by the States of Texas and Oklahoma 
at the time of execution of the flowage agreement, and by subsequently changed 
physical and economic conditions. This bridge will replace the previous crossings 
of Texas State Highway 91 and Oklahoma State Highway 99. Contributions 


for construction of the bridge are required in the amount of $1,212,000 by the 
States of Texas and Oklahoma. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $200,000 will be applied to: 


Continue construction of bridge at Willis site_..............-------- $193, 000 
Supervision and administration.--...................------------- 7, 000 
TE tic ocsnsct sph» eattitonptitiaiensitidg nh tmntinenk tide tabdlaaeinieleta taste 200, 000 


Non-Federal cost.—The States of Texas and Oklahoma are each required to 
contribute $606,000 (a total of $1,212,000) in construction of the bridge crossing 
at Willis site. This amount was paid to the States for flowage easements over 
highways crossing the reservoir. 

he States are required to maintain the bridge upon completion. 

Status of local cooperation.—The State of Texas and the State of Oklahoma have 
each given assurance that their respective required contribution of $606,000 is 
available, and will be provided when required to award the construction contract. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost of $5,936,000 
is a decrease of $154,000 from the last estimate ($6,090,000) submitted to Congress. 
This change is due to recomputation of the estimate based on preliminary plans 
prepared for the general design memorandum and a reanalysis of the estimates for 
engineering and design and supervision and administration. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1968 and 1969 
































Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Relocation (highway bridge at Willis site)_| $6,435,000 |........____| $800,000 | $1,870,000 | $3, 765,000 
Engineering and design...................- 105 $1, 500 44, 500 40, 700 18, 
Supervision and administration... ........ 100 50, 000 185, 200 372, 700 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contributions) -__- 1, 600 894,500 | 2,095, 900 4, 156, 000 
Payments for goods and services not yet 
Tio acne cms nix hain Gudihnead beh tdaminank wana biat ann ansdawne cons tpnaahdan sapien aied 
Si nciniceandasdccectdnsonssenniplind Geis thth= dL TEs EE. ...< cbsacuielianinadalsalaadootadaes 
an apU ND INNO ons cost esa ein nh ech calcein utensil aebieelabanstaaliclp asa sashtnedinies vn Rina an Riche 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contributions) ___- 1, 600 894, 500 | 2,095, 900 4, 156, 000 
ney NE oi ak dk eckhaecceentmncdanctacad 100 Oto Tie es 
Total cost (Federal funds and non- 
Federal contributions) -...........- 1, 700 894,400 | 2,095, 900 4, 156, 000 
FEDERAL FUNDS 
Total applied cost ____- 1,600 94, 500 | 1,683, 900 4, 156, 000 
Total project cost__.__- a i, 600 94,500 | 1,683, 900 4, 156, 000 
Pending adjustments._._................- 100 —100 0 0 
ets ons ocinacceasateeomans 1,7 94, 400 1, 683, 900 4, 156, 000 
OUIV ONO GIIOE,.. «. .enncccntenccatunccontiacaseiinaoie 40, 000 —40, 000 ai ieee 
6 Ee ere 41, 700 54,400 | 1, 683, 900 4, 156, 000 
NON-FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS 
TOtnT MINN OSE ok 2 Skins de ssdtcnceces & 8} eee ee 800, 000 GUI iccccencsece 
ONE PONY GUN a. cnicedecéecdnudeucbons B SSO |. osdeaee 800, 000 GEE Enc cinionninged 
Pending adjustments...............-...... | ccpcidittiinmaglne baa nE Te Dadi cep ahetbicnina |------------]-----------0 
ii nn 1,212,000 |........__.- 800,000} 412,000 |____._.__- 
REIT III ssc: ccschstisiephttetnetanntniaitielicnnaittiiadnadiauatppataatetai it Soee oe, 412, 000 MIT Bc tcsoiccctenshatniatel 
I a6 cincicidccinsiniodpdédlcwinguusesatdeendsbdam eR ee ee eee 
METHOD OF FINANCING FEDERAL FUNDS 
NS 5k, be rie kine nantdbondtousesangweh 800, 000 PO, Biicisinicth a enemlitiecsdtheee 
AEN REIUNEL GIO DURST Bi Ra oa ccc inniscnnstpesene-nsssoelcphioteenabeacibhat a hdiiean dielectric a ae 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_..._}.........-.-]...........- 758, 300 x lS 
Total funds available for obligations.|_...........}............ | ee 
IE Rita tenctechtntrinsnctiinideaicininalh acrimniliptehntgabeeadlidaimeadas damian anda aipheliaai 200, 000 4, 156, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING NON-FEDERAL 
CONTRIBUTIONS 


SpE UUNIIIIIO «ras recenst-cltpuine cs ceases etenncpeimnenaad nies cemaasaemeaes 1, 212, 000 


ee rene 2 te peas eeenddeneaaennanpuaiaetanibs feral 
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Mr. Cannon. Construction of this highway bridge was set back 
1% years. $1,483,900 for this year’s funds are being carried forward 
in 1959. According to the justifications we have no information as to 
when the construction contract will be awarded. Will that be in the 
near future? 

General Srmman. The contract has now been advertised and 
awarded, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. The contract has been let? 

General SrpmMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. When do you expect completion? 

General Szrrman. Our completion date now estimated is December 
1960, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Has the cash contribution of $606,000 from each of 
the two States of Texas and Oklahoma been deposited with the 
Federal Government? 

General Sreman. Yes, sir; we have received that. You will note 
in the overall there has been a slight decrease in our overall estimate 
in this job. 

Mr. Cannon. You have ample funds to complete it? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir; our project estimate is sufficient to com- 
plete the project. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Under operation and maintenance, there is $4,046,000 requested tor 
33 projects. Insert pages 93 to 99 for the record. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
Operation and maintenance 


1. Navigation.—(a) Channels and harbors: The budget estimate of $415,000 
provides for essential maintenance work on 2 channel and harbor projects named 
in the list which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity con- 
sists of maintaining the navigation channels by dredging, and the repair of channel 
stabilization works; and periodic inspections and surveys to determine conditions 
of the projects for programing purposes and providing navigation interests with 
adequate information on existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the 
laws adopting river and harbor projects. 


che eee 


Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) 























Fiscal i ar 
Project year 1958 | Recurring main-| One- ; Total Remarks 
1957 (esti- tenance time fiscal 
mated) aes repairs | year 1959 
Coin Annual | Periodic 
ARKANSAS pee 
Arkansas River and tribu- | 
taries, Arkansas and Okla- | 
aisles tic nationale $60, 600 $308, 597 |$375,000 |........|........ $375,000 | Repairing channel 
stabilization 
works. 
Red River below Fulton._...} 30,746 | 30, a2 40,000 |_ Bhvcaedion 40,000 | Dredging. 
Other projects maintenance, | E 
SE Me icnainiiitih sonavctlnociccans L iniageesl ewer |-------- ti ahi iiaiaiaecaliedtintsnimine 
Total channels and 
Pitiiics ok acsonae OE SOR 1: BER, GSE bode ens cél esadscdteccasese 415, 000 
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(b) Locks, dams, and canals: The budget estimate of $437,000 provides the 
minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements, including the 
essential channel dredging and repairs. The amount requested recurring annually 
is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of the project facilities; 
labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of 
the project. Periodic requirement is indicated under remarks below. 





Obligations 
Fiseal year 1959 (estimated) 
Fiscal a Re 2 = 
Fiscal year 
Project year 1958 Recurring main- Total Remarks 
1957 (esti- tenance One fiscal 
mated) |__ time year 


repairs 1959 
Annual | Periodic 








ARFANSAS 


Ouachita and Black Rivers .|$672, 770 | $416,030 |$425, 000 |$12,000 |........ $437,000 | Replace metal 


parts, locks and 


dams. 
Total locks, dams and | 672,770 | 416,030 |-........|-....---}-...---- 437, 000 
canals. 


Total navigation.-.........- Sek 186 1 TG Oe, Biren Sn iceereniie iessaak 852, 000 





2. Flood control.—(a) Reservoirs: The budget estimate of $1,161,800 for the 
operation and maintenance of 18 flood control reservoirs including 2 projects to 
be placed in operation during the budget year and scheduling of flood control 
reservoir operations in the basin, provides the minimum amount necessary for 
operational requirements. It includes $3,000 of the $2 million provided for in 
the budget for reduction of the backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. 
The amount requested for maintenance recurring annually is the necessary opera- 
tion and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials, and 
parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the project. Periodic or one 
time requirement is indicated under remarks below. 


























Obligations 
Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) 
Fiscal nail ce 
Fiscal year 
Project year 1958 Recurring main- | Total Remarks 
1957 (esti- tenance One fiscal 
mated) jt year 
repairs 1959 
Annual Periodic} 
ARKANSAS 
Blue Mountain Reservoir..| $47,300 | $64,000 | $55,000 |_.......|.......- $55, 000 
Nimrod Reservoir.........-. 51, 500 CE GUO 1 GE OR in cccscnlicccccue 58, 000 
COLORADO 
John Martin Reservoir..... 89, 144 167,228 | 91,000 1$14, 000 [nconwanse 105, 000 | Paint taintor gates. 
KANSAS 
| 
Fall River Reservoir.......| 61,814 74,462 | 76,000 |........ 1$12, 000 88,000 | Provision of weirs. 
Toronto Reservoir......-..|-.--.-.-- ean i Le. 41, 000 
LOUISIANA 
Bayou Bodcau Reservoir-._. 9, 045 TR See | SEE loncsacesteccedees 11, 600 
Wallace Lake Reservoir__.. 7, 501 9, 205 BE Oe Pdi 10, 500 
: MISSOURI | 
Clearwater Reservoir-_...... 56, 900 62,000 | 59,000 | 16,000 j.......- 75, 000 _— of access 
| roads, 
NEW MEXICO 
Conchas Reservoir_........ 66, 278 TGR ft FA, COO lias. A 71, 000 
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Obligations—Continued 





Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) 


Fiscal 
Fiscal year 
Project year 1958 Recurring main- Total Remarks 
1957 (esti- tenance One fiscal 
mated) time year 
repairs 1959 
Annual | Periodic 
OKLAHOMA 
Canton Reservoir.......... $84, 805 | $113,096 | $83,000 |........ $25, 000 | $108,000 | Continuation of 
riprap repairs, 
Fort Supply Reservoir _...-. 50, 868 CR Gie SNe Bendececchednctecs 54, 000 
— Salt Plains Reser- | 44,788 49,379 | 45,000 |........ 3, 000 48,000 | Riprap repair. 
voir. 
Heyburn Reservoir (Pole- | 36, 982 35,703 | 38,000 |-.......}........ 38, 000 
cat Creek). 
Hulah Reservoir_.........- 55, 207 92,841 | 63,000 |........ 15, 000 78.000 | Provision of weirs, 
CO IONE oo sine ctelin <n nccclaseuecanp> i ME Tina ecthpenlnoheaeatnnceh 2, 500 
Wister Reservoir..........- 59, 551 83,735 | 73,000 j.......-}........ 73, 000 
TEXAS 
Ferrells Bridge Reservoir...|.......-- 34,000 | 110,000 |........]..-..... 110, 000 
Texarkana Reservoir_.....- 116, 394 135, 069 | 129,000 $12,000 |........ 141, 000 — of project 
‘acilities, 
Scheduling of flood control 3, 467 7, 199 RL Esadincctabetackins 6, 200 
reservoir operations. 
Total flood control 


reservoirs. 





1 Includes an estimated $12,000 unobligated balance brought forward. 


(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous items, and 
eee The budget estimate of $34,600 provides for the essential annual 
and periodic maintenance requirement of the local flood protection project and 
inspection of completed works during the budzet year. Fhe increase over prior 
year requirements is necessary for effective operation of the project works. 














Obligations 
Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) 
Fiscal 
Fiscal | year 
Project year 1958 Recurring main- Total Remarks 
1957 (esti- tenance fiscal 
mated) year 
1959 
Annual | Periodic 
LOUISIANA 
Bayou Pierre.__...._...._..| $20,430 | $12,100 | $2,300 |$26, 200 |_...._-- $28,500 | Channel clearing. 
Inspection of completed 
ibatiietacbindicmianas 4, 757 6, 614 Ree tacks a bawace 6, 100 
Total flood control | 
EE 25, 187 ih RE Bnd acing caneeteernslbionuammed 34, 600 
Total flood control__-.--_-_- 866, 731 |1, 155, 292 |_....-.-- |--------]-------- 11,208,400 
| 





1 Includes an estimated $12,000 unobligated balance brought forward. 


3. Multiple-purpose projects, including power.—The budget estimate of 
$1,997,600 for the operation and maintenance of 9 multiple purpose projects, 
having a total generation capacity of 571,000 kilowatts, provides the minimum 
amount necessary for operational requirements. The estimate includes one new 
es which had construction features placed in maintenance status during 

scal vear 1958. The amount requested for maintenance recurring annually is 
the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, 
supplies, materials and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the 
project. Periodic or one-time requirement is indicated under remarks below. 
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Obligations 





' 
} 
| 
’ 


Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) 









Fiscal Fiscal 
Project year year Recurring main- Remarks 
1957 1958 tenance 
(estimate) fiscal 
year 
1959 
ARKANSAS 
Blakely Mountain Reser- | $207, 500 | $210,000 |$212,000 |___.____]____ _...| $212, 000 
voir. 

Bull Shoals Reservoir -.... 283, 500 | 290,000 | 290, 000 313,000 | Turbine repairs; 
road repairs and 
remedial work 
due to floods, . 

Narrows Reservoir-______-- 167,500 | 187,000 | 182,000 }_._.____|___-_- _.| 182,000 

Norfork Reservoir.........| 208,800 | 222,000 | 223,000 241,000 | Turbine repairs; 
remedial work 
due to floods. 

MISSOURI 
Table Rock Reservoir...._|_..... ~-=-|--20---2-= | + oe ninadiench- <a 
OKLAHOMA | 
Denison Reservoir_.......| 449,647 | 494,048 | 389,000 | 54,000 | 40,000 | 483,000 | Repair project 


facilities; reme- 
dial work due 


| _ to flood. 
324, 931 | 307,000 | 13,000 |....._-. 320, 000 | Repair turbines 


| aid miscellane- 


ous repairs, 
6, 698 3, 600 eas 3, 600 ‘ 


Fort Gibson Reservoir --_-| 


& 
& 
sy 
~ 
a 








Pénsacola Reservoir... _- 3, 735 = a 
Tenkiller Ferry Reservoir.| 157, 245 185, 818 | 177,000 | 11,000 |_.._-__- 188, 000 | Repair turbines 
| and miscellane- 
ous repairs. 
~~ —_ — — == —— | —— a — ———— 
Total multiple-pur- |1, 740,672 1,920,495 |....__. ais |_......-]!2,037,600 
pose projects in- | 
cluding power. | | 
Grand total Arkansas- 3,371,519 3,830,414 |_.__..___- ee oem YT 
Red-White Basia. 
Less unobligated balance '_._......_/...__--- Side n Csbb de sedacbs ceateen — 52, 000 


brought forward from | 
fiscal year 1958. | | j 
Appropriation request fis- ine nd cae | ib edie Rei seeas il ea aad 4, 046, 000 
cal year 1959. 














1 Includes an estimated $40,000 unobligated balance brought forward. 
2 Includes an estimated $52,000 unobligated balance brought forward. 


NORTH PACIFIC BASIN 
WITNESSES 


COL. A. F. CLARK, JR. NORTH PACIFIC DIVISION 

COL. HOWARD W. PENNEY, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS 

WILLIAM HAGEN, CHIEF, GAME, FISH, AND HATCHERIES BRANCH 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE. 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Kirwan. We will proceed at this time, gentlemen, to the con- 
sideration of the North Pacific Basin, general investigations, $36,000. 
Insert page 3 for the record. 

The page is as follows: 
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1. Examinations and surveys.—(a) Navigation studies: The amount of $7,000 
is requested for completion of 1 report during fiscal year 1959. 





Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 





Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
WASHINGTON 
lat ncadknesaacdsdeoseewue $27, 000 $20, 000 $7, 000 0 
SE tbicasinedbedtiapartreiies oats ic anleeaa ious 27, 000 20, 000 7, 000 0 





(b) Flood-control studies: The amount of $29,000 is requested for prosecution 
of 2 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit completion of 1 
report and progress on 1 other. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 


Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
OREGON 
| 

Rogue River-_.-- eds anc Se ca duaide | $134, 900 $130, 900 $4, 000 0 
CID, Be tlle hn nk sore sinicncn. 2 oo cen cane neee= 140, 600 104, 500 25, 000 $11, 100 
NE = eer 75, 500 235, 400 29, 000 11, 100 
oi iE Rtn tomegmenapineoemae 302, 500 | 255, 400 36, 000 11, 100 





UMPQUA RIVER, OREG. 


Mr. Krrwan. Last year we were told that the cost of the flood- 
control study on the Umpqua River would be $105,000 and that the 
1958 request would complete the study. 

Now the cost is up to $140,600 and $25,000 is asked for 1959. What 
has caused the increased cost? 

Colonel Cirarx. Mr. Chairman, the budget estimate defended in 
1958 was for a total cost of $105,000, which was an old estimate dating 
back to 1948-49 to complete the study. 

When we got into the study last year, on account of the large increase 
in population and the flood which we had during the winter of 1955-56, 
in order to complete the job, we felt we should go into it further than 
we had. This amount will allow the completion of the study on the 
Umpqua. 

Mr. Kirwan. We are up there in your territory, Mr. Magnuson. 
Do you have any questions? 


SKAGIT RIVER, WASH. 


Mr. Maenuson. I would like to ask about the Skagit. 

We have had some bad floods up there. Is this looking toward 
some work there? 

Colonel CuarK. No; this is a study of the matter of improving the 
navigation. It is not for flood control. 

Mr. Maanuson. I see. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 





ee 


TT 
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Construction, GENFRAL 
CoNSTRUCTION 


Mr. Kirwan. Next is construction, $6,270,000 for 2 projects. 


WILLAPA RIVER AND HARBOR AND NASELLE RIVER, WASH. 


There is $270,000 for the Willapa River and Harbor and Naselle 
River, Wash. We will insert pages 5a through 10 in the record. 
(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


WituapPa RIveR AND HARBOR AND NASELLE River, Was8. 


(Continuing) 
Watest cetimate.. 5. onic ances usenet es ees He ee $270, 000 
ROS CHIANSE: 2.8 on ince nnctesuk ee Tews funn e aee 270, 000 
Increase in budget estimate 


The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget | Revised esti- Increase 











mate 

Complete W re River channel dredging...................- $249, 000 $249, 000 0 
ees Gln Geto d oo cca ce ech ebacaubeas | 1, 000 1, 000 0 
Supervision and administration._.......................-.-.-- | 20, 000 20, 000 0 

i SS on eae aS, oe <snrssmtel 70, 000 | 270, 000 0 

Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget | Revised estimate 

I I ical Si eh il le i ntti emailer anal celled October 1958__....| October 1958. 
Tokeland boat basin_.__.._.._- coeettndien pecee se aamameoenaeenee aaa June 1958__........| June 1958. 
Naheotta boat besin. ........................ Ws. te hgdemetagell May 1958__.......| May 1958. 
Willapa River channel dredging. _.....................-......... October 1958__....| October 1958. 


Nahcotta breakwater__-__- nininh: Reteueh baaenchn Dengupiteiinaonltelie November 1957_...| November 1957. 


Location.—The project is located on the coast of Washington 28 miles north 
of the Columbia River. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.49 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) --................--.---.------ 
Estimated Federal cost (United States Coast Guard). 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contribution 





EE eS ie a Ss Sa ee a. 
I I i ee ca ca aga cetdiniemommne oe 
Aepeeer aes te Fake SB, I0G7... 2 on a od SS ws it re od 2 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958... ...........-..-----.--..--..------.25- Oe Weis sinh... 
NS Bs dc cbt Het cetenidat pea benteenckecbnanépteanbneye 685, 000 71 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__........................---- 270, 000 100 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 

Tokeland boat basin: 15 feet deep, 340 feet wide, 540 feet long. 

Nahcotta boat basin: 10 feet deep, 500 feet wide, 1,100 feet long. 

Willapa River channel dredging: 24 feet deep, 300 feet wide from south bend 
to the Nerrows, a distance of 1.5 miles, and 250 feet wide from the Nar- 
rows to Raymond, a distance of 2 miles. Total length, 3.5 miles. 

Naselle River: Snagging and pile removal along an 8-mile reach of the river. 

Breakwaters: Nahcotta Breakwater: Rubble-mound, 1,500 feet long. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958): 

Entire project: 28 percent complete. 

Tokeland boat basin: Not started. 

Nahcotta boat basin: Not started. 

Willapa River channel dredging: Not started. 

Naselle River snagging and pile removal: Completed. 

Nahcotta breakwater: Completed. 

Completion schedule: 

Entire project: October 1958. 

Tokeland boat basin: June 1958. 

Nahcotta boat basin: May 1958. 

Willapa River channel dredging: October 1958. 

Nahcotta breakwater: November 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


(a) Tokeland.—Second to the forests in economic importance are the fisheries 
of Willapa Bay and adjacent coastal waters. Although studies by the State 
indicate need for conservation to perpetuate the supply of salmon and crabs, only 
a small percentage of the available bottom fishing grounds in the coastal area 
has been exploited, so that possibilities for future growth are large. Continued 
demand for fish and fish products and development of new methods for processing 
will encourage continued growth of fisheries. Of the several settlements on 
Willapa Bay, Tokeland is the nearest to the bay entrance and consequently the 
most strategically located with respect to adjacent coastal fishing banks. It is 
also convenient to local fishing areas within the bay. The natural shelter offered 
by the northerly side of Toke Point attracts vessels seeking refuge from storms, 
with the result that existing facilities, accommodating at the most about 30 
vessels, are frequently taxed beyond their limit. Adequate facilities at Tokeland 
will encourage further development of the fisheries resources. The authorized 
work will permit local interests to construct needed additional facilities. Over- 
crowding of the existing facilities has demonstrated the need for expansion. 

(b) Nahcotia.—Being centrally located with respect to extensive oyster lands 
of the southern part of Willapa Bay, Nahcotta has become a focal point for the 
oyster industry of the area and is a source of livelihood to many persons in the 
bay area. Available land, suitable for oyster growing, has not yet been fully 
utilized. Preservation and further development of the industry in the vicinity 
of Nahcotta are dependent, in a large measure, on provision of a protected moorage 
basin. Its proximity to the ocean beach and resort areas of the southwesterly 
peninsula renders it a potential site for general pleasure and other boating activi- 
ties. The absence of a natural harbor providing safe moorage against southerly 
winds has been a deterrent to development of small-boat operations generally. 
The authorized improvements will permit the expansion of small-boat mooring 
facilities by local interests for the development of the oyster industry and the 
benefit of small craft in general. The bases at Tokeland and Nahcotta are not 
competitive with each other or with other established bases in the harbor, such 
as Bay Center. Each is a component, yet distinct, part of the oystering and 
fishing industry on Willapa Bay as a whole. 

(c) Wiliapa River —The commerce of Willapa River is centered in the lumber 
industry, including mainly transportation of logs to the mills and the shipment of 
lumber in the coastwise, intercoastal, and foreign trade. The former substantial 
coastwise trade with California has, in recent years, given way to the more 
lucrative east coast trade. The virtual elimination of the oldtime lumber 
schooners and replacement of most of the other ships by the larger Liberty and 
Victory ships has increased the difficulty in maneuvering through the present 
200-foot channel in the vicinity of the main wharves at South Bend and Raymond 
and in the bend at the narrows. As a result, the postwar recovery of tonnages 
shipped by water from Willapa River has been retarded, although lumber produc- 
tion has continued at a high level. The channel widening will expedite ship 


— t 
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movements in the 3}4-mile reach between Raymond and South Bend, resulting 
in reduction of delays, stoppages, accidents, and lost time due to the danger of 
collision with log booms and lost logs, and adverse currents and wind conditions 
which prevail along the river. 

Fiscal year 1969.—The requested amount of $270,000 will be applied to the 
following, to complete the project: 


Complete Willapa River channel dredging--__.............-.------- $249, 000 
Dmainetrimg iG Ween a 5 as ee ee do gk 1, 
Deperviben and atumivivetben. wos oon oss sew ses ss sctsiccssscsesiz 20, 000 
, SAE See ey ae Re. eee | | ele 270, 000 
COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS—WILLAPA RIVER AND HARBOR AND NASELLE RIVER, 
WASH. 


Work completed consists of a channel across the bar at the mouth of Willapa 
Bay, 26 feet deep and 500 feet wide, maintained by dredging; a channel 24 feet 
deep and 200 feet wide from deep water in Willapa Bay to the forks of the river 
at Raymond, including a cut-off channel, 3,100 feet long at the Narrows and a 
closing dike at Mailboat Slough; a channel 24 feet deep and 150 feet wide up the 
south fork to the Cram lumber mill, and up the north fork to 12th Street, with a 
turning basin 250 feet wide, 350 feet long, and 24 feet deep at the latter point; 
a channel 10 feet deep, 40 feet wide and 2,800 feet long from deep water in Palix 
River to Bay Center dock, with widening at the shoreward end to provide a 
small mooring basin. The channel from the entrance through the Willapa 
River forks is approximately 26 miles long. The Federal cost for completed 
modifications was $773,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS—WILLAPA RIVER AND HARBOR AND 
NASELLE RIVER, WASH. 

None. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 
1954 modification is $94,000. Local interests are required to provide all lands, 
easements, rights-of-way, spoil disposal areas, moorage facilities in each boat 
basin, and bulkheads for retention of fill at Tokeland, as follows: 


Lands and rights-of-way at Tokeland._..__...--...-.--2 2 lie ee $1, 000 
Lands and rights-of-way at Nahcotta..........................-1.-- 7, 000 
Bulkheads at Tokeland___________--_- sthiwsbésiadesd Cit Bike 26, 000 
Mocrams fecilition af: Tabeteme.. 26. se oacak eo eak hee iho ciedecex 11, 000 
DEOOTRES TACOS Gb INMBOUNAES ow ow 5 boo ea bea seed be lee nn ewemie 28, 000 
IUCR: Gh ON a esis sh ce inl eink wld isis eh eee 21, 000 

Teel non Peterah 000. soc cos hescccsicccsactcccene ee 94, 000 


Local interests will maintain project depths in the moorage areas of the boat 
basins, mooring facilities, access roads to each boat basin, and bulkheads for 
retention of fill, and will maintain and operate the Tokeland and Nahcotta boat 
basins at an estimated annual cost of $11,300, less $10,900 for charges for use of 
facilities. 

Funds in the amount of $72,000 were contributed by the city of Raymond in 
August 1920, fulfilling the requirement of the River and Harbor Act of July 27, 
1916, for a cash contribution of one-half the cost of dredging in the north and 
south forks of the Willapa River above their junction, or $143,559. Receint of 
favorable bids for the work reduced the local contribution requirement to $72,000. 
Local interests also incurred costs of $6,000 in complying with the requirements of 
local cooperation for work accomplished on the previous project. 

In addition, local interests have spent about $325,000 for improvements in the 
interest of navigation other than deep-water terminal and transfer facilities. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Port of Willapa Harbor Commission, by resolu- 
tion dated August 14, 1956, and the Port of Peninsula Commission, by resolution 
dated September 28, 1956 (amended November 25, 1957 to cover minor revisions 
in the basin layout), assured the United States that the requirements of local 
cooperation would be met on Willapa River channel widening, Tokeland boat 
basin dredging, and Nahcotta boat basin dredging and breakwater construction. 
All rights-of-way and disposal areas have been furnished by the respective ports. 


38 
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The Port of Ilwaco has furnished the assurance required for the Naselle River 
improvement. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal (Corps of Engineers) 
cost estimate of $955,000 is a decrease of $89,000 from the latest estimate 
($1,035,000) submitted to Congress. This difference resulted from favorable 
bids for Nahcotta breakwater work. 


Summary of construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 





Modification in River and Harbor Act of 
1954 (H. Doc. 425, 83d Cong.): 


Undelivered orders 


OS Ss ee ees edhen ntti $663, 000 |....-......- $414, 000 tl 

il ait cinta omega deuntinid EE Ancctnontigns a a Na Dinas 

Engineering and design......._......-- 30, 000 $14, 700 14, 300 BE Socdesesecsen 

Supervision and administration... -_-... 59, 000 1, 200 37, 800 Ge Seti ce 
Total costs (Corps of Engineers) -._- 955, 000 15, 900 669, 100 270, 000 








Tetel obligations. _............-...- 

Method of financing: Corps of Engineer 
funds: 

Appropriations 


Unobligated carryover from prior year_| _- Dek 1s amt 30, ee Kao, mera 
Total funds available for obligation. __|_........_-- 130, 000 SOO Risin deesad«Peesccwosnees 
Appropriations required_--___....-- ids Scns hase gta i tank lilies ; 270, 000 


EAGLE GORGE RESERVOIR, GREEN RIVER, WASH. 


Mr. Kirwan. The second of the two projects is Eagle Gorge Reser- 
voir, Green River, Wash., $6 million; pages 1la through 16 for the 
record. 


(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


2AGLE GorGcE REsERvVoIR, GREEN River, Wasn. 


(Continuing) 
a ans genie cases Shins Spd un nae en chee elena $6, 000, 000 
i cs sco chap ian nahn pcs cm eC a a ans wheel mapa 6, 000, 000 
SE ee SAMI nS cbc Gka cue uduciawee cobb 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 




















1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
no a undeocscubessnaGnsuaen $7, 500 $7, 500 0 
a ld cn santntwdadasenbal 4, 454, 300 4, 454, 300 0 
ne IIE COIN a, 66 a ddccnmannavencsecencotsotonat 1, 110, 500 1, 110, 500 0 
ea 8. 8, acne eonnyeniguasaimineeel 48, 000 48, 000 0 
Supervision and administration....-...............--------.-- 365, 000 365, 000 0 
Biisceliancous constrwmction.. .. ... 22... cn nen cnswcwuses 14,7 14, 700 0 
6, 000, 000 6, 000, 000 0 
Revised completion schedule 

1959 budget Revised estimate 

nD MI re ids hes cid t icine nau ade abel October 1962_...| October 1962. 





Relocation of Northern Pacific Railway -| July 1959._.._...' July 1959, 
II 65 nai on dna dkacteathabbncenacthnnspngliniities November 1961..| November 1961. 
| 
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Location.—On the upper portion of the Green River, 65 miles above the river 
mouth, about 35 miles southeast of Seattle, and 6 miles upstream from the town 
of Kanaskat, Wash. 


Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.09 to 1. 





Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estim:ted 
Federal cost 
I I, 7 cardinals bieetalinl abiindilelliaiengietiiramisdadieietaion ee eet 
SE EE OUND ~ 7, Saraencescocececemsonanaicnnaabenniekabuaninn TE IT hin etd ace 
Cash contributions. .._...- ucuemaa as keh penn eoninlleaediieiawSiaeaibcagpienicantini ae ae SG ask 
UIT COI ccd bine ah ai 3 hk din hgh dats 0 dbp oct ae e dehawe eee PF Depa alanghiphencere 
SOIT IIIS. is, a einen iateieitedeininiiibcianiemnastsaladaiiniemnialilindets I ois celine 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 _..........---. Lentgheheskaaimoned a matkabecacaarts 4. 3 | <a 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1058_..............-.....-.-.-...-.-......... Tp SE Bed ddcciiceaseks~ 
EE OE is wii ns ha tendigns-n-coscavescaptebdan eases 14, 671, 000 45 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959........-....-......--..---<.-. , 000, 000 fie 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_...........-.....-.-----.---.--.- SES TEE PaslisiewasSucne 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type, rock fill. 
Height, 235 feet above bedrock. 
Length, 600 feet (exclusive of gated spillway). 
Spillway: 
Type, ogee gated spillway. 
Capacity, 107,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: 
Conservation pool, 23,100 acre-feet (live storage). 
Flood control and total capacity, 106,000 acre-feet. 
Power installation: None. Percent 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) complete 
NE IG 55856. 56 dhe kth etteereeeetnerneeie ta inise en nnetasaiinmndommiinnie 40 
Jaen naty O18 SOMPIOUGEN UCR TAT en ae emesee mae ne 23 
CUTE 5: 4.2.0.5 cite cht costes obi labin he acs ecole Gemmeatanree tinmdadac Macias Nene nee 60 


Grading of subgrade and construction of bridges for relocation of 
Northern Pacific Ry. from mile 70.6 to mile 84.24. 

Relocation of King County road, Pacific Telephone & Telegraph Co. 
facilities, and transmission lines of Puget Sound Power & Light Co. 
and Bonneville Power Administration. 


Pe, MVC Cl) RR se 5 ot ach sia iit ela ok SR RIS 
Permanent operating equipment 


Completion schedule: 
Entire project, October 1962. 
Relocation of Northern Pacific Ry., July 1959. 
Effecaive flood storage, November 1961. 


ooooo 


JUSTIFICATION 


Eagle Gorge Reservoir is to control flooding of the lower Green River Valley, 
for protection of the suburban communities from Auburn to Renton, and the 
developed South Seattle industrial district in the vicinity of the Boeing Airplane 
Co. plants, and the majority of Seattle’s heavy industries, warehouses, storage 
yards, and machinery-servicing operations. Through control of floods of this 
area, Eagle Gorge project offers a significant and positive contribution to the 
Nation’s defense potential and economic well-being-by providing: 

(a) Protection to avoid possible loss of :ife and substantial economic loss, such 
as has been experienced from the 29 floods occurring in this valley since November 
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1891. With the project in operation, estimated damages prevented upon recur- 
rence of the 1933, 1946, and 1951 floods would be as follows: 


SP Sad als a Seb Caw Gen dan deeb ides newb ow $2, 583, 000 
innils Se Scie en pa ect sas. SALES Cee Dk 2, 000, 000 
BE bAE he SES bobs Get a wenn cnnine bane Shae eared 585, 000 


(b) Freedom from flood interruption of rail and highway transportation for 
employees, materials, and products essential to existing and future defense 
industries. 

(c) Flood protection for potential industrial sites in the logical areas for the 
expansion and decentralization of Seattle’s established industrial district. Local 
interests stress the scarcity of, and early need for, additional industrial sites for 
the Seattle area. To this end, and in anticipation of early completion of Eagle 
Gorge Reservoir, local interests are actively planning to undertake considerable 
work downstream from the dam in the Duwamish Valley and in the Green River 
Valley below Auburn. 

(d) Flood protection to 17,000 acres of rich agricultural valley land located 
about midway between the population centers of Tacoma and Seattle. Flood 
control will enhance agricultural productivity of this land until the time the 
land is needed for industrial locations. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $6 million will be applied to: 


I attic carson wr ersiee wo wth eral mentee itreisings $7, 500 
a. as So oceans nee oee mua aces eeenes 4, 454, 300 
eeeeenemenmnnmn cr Cem tok AOE se oe eo eeu 1, 110, 500 
peeemeeunn Gus GeOten., ... wee Be Me: 48, 000 
Supervision and administration... ................--.-22s2L ile 365, 000 
nn POeenrTICUN ea Se Soe S. 14, 700 

| is hh nin ne re ae Mt Se ie 6, 000, 000 


Non-Federal costs—The authorizing legislation requires that local interests 
provide a cash contribution of $2 million toward project construction. 

Status of local cooperation.—All requirements have been met. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—-The current Federal cost estimate of 
$32,400,000 is an increase of $9,300,000 over the latest estimate ($23,100,000) 
submitted to Congress. This increase of $9,300,000 is comprised of $970,000 
due to higher price levels, $3,740,000 due to discovery of unfavorable field condi- 
tions requiring extensive waste of unsuitable excavated material and replacement 
from borrow for the relocation of the Northern Pacific Railway; $905,400 due 
to additional requirements, design changes, and receipt of bids for remaining 
relocation items; $2,347,600 due to redesign of spillway and outlet works, re- 
evalution of construction difficulties; $157,000 due to revised estimates based 
on detailed plans on remaining construction items; $240,000 due to increased 
engineering costs; and $940,000 due to other increased Government costs, in- 
cluding provision for contribution to the retirement fund. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 














Total to Budget fis- | Balance to 
Featuro Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year 
estimate 1957 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (5) 
Lands and damages. .....................- $271, 500 000 $7, 500 
ats dinar gnhanasqebtmboncen best 18, 773,900 | 5,451, 200 4, 454, 300 
i dteuessensadianenetingatimnnd Vale CO Tenn ncutees 10, 000 
cients cw ape napladein pam s tiki saint 10, 160, 700 83, 300 1, 110, 500 
i te a dadetenteheheoukquele SE EE Diennchiiereanchineeancsesags 9, 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities........... FE, GED Tete cesttitae Paptcnccadstiliaws dee dedioue 
Permanent operating equipment--.-_....... A Diccqcitndiciaiteiiaetaainnn imitates 
Engineering and design...................- 1,650,000 | 1,439, 100 48, 000 
Supervision and administration --.......... 2, 297, 300 573, 400 365, 000 
Total — cost (Federal funds and non- 
Federal contributions)..................- 34, 400,000 | 7, 569,000 6, 005, 100 
Undistributed costs: 
Construction facilities. ................}............ 25, 900 —5, 100 
Operation and maintenance during 
Ra wen in dk csnnibcdincdceccsdlsatsontendt EE . - Beiente a ctilende inn maligne 
PS ROI noise csc dd boentnebtane Be) | SAUD Reade cd ac issckaknccce 
Total costs (Federal funds and non-Federal 
I bein tahe ocd cep aieaiiene 34, 400,000 | 7, 596, 300 6, 000, 000 
Undelivered orders........-..-----.---|--.-----.--- 1, 102, 300 472, 600 
SS iS odinncensiintnachetapoadnahid 8, 698, 600 6, 472, 600 
————S==_—_O——S— SSS 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds: 
MITORTINIUE, nck cede dccbddedsendfnentctccaues AF A | ae errr 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956..|............ PIT Din dinsinnn nonsliinciemeeaninn Aidt ategs 
Unobligated carryover from prior year.|............|.........-.. 472, 600 
Total funds available for obligation_.|...........- 6, 951, 200 472, 600 
———oCoOCoaSSS=S |6_a=—m—>_aEq_a=a=a=—=_—= 
Appropriations requised <1. 6cccens0cdsc0es souwsocscdspassconmnnee 6, 000, 
Non-Federal contributions: 
COMMIT TONNOENE,. << cnc co scncendphhosdaeaidandbaaded DOT GID Bin c delbnb ccnp bb decinc dntthsbdthinndoccs 
ARR Shar Par ROUGE VOGT. 5 sn cco nctdbithcintetinsnnnbapnesedsedstiinameecnagctlingeisepiee 
Total funds available for obligation..}...........-. SI birth ds ccieresenierendtcdabimerbatids 
sae application of contributed 
funds: 
Ds cichcdsnettubbicacdhitinte RG Ge tT Ge Bath deinen bree cntecccsdbececccdbces 
Engineering and design...............-. 100, 000  Rtnchd cngitiindiemwandgncuendteiniiddatagaadl 
Supervision and administration... -...- 115, 300 BEE Carn nacicantregllbamerpniinaciessaioaieesd 
Construction facilities. ................ 204, 700 FO POO isch acca ce dbinhebe dng bbbeeodace 
FON kckscsetctdudencabehtbccussdsdes ROU tT BOON hn ck csi nek Lhe 





INCREASE IN ESTIMATED COST 


Mr. Krrwan. The estimated cost has gone up from $23,100,000 
to $32,400,000, or an increase of $9,300,000 from last year. This has 
seriously affected the benefit-cost ratio, reducing it from 1.36 to 1 
to 1.09 to 1. 

Why are these cost changes just being discovered after nearly 
$15 million has been appropriated? 

Completion of this project has been set back over 2 years. What 
is the cause of this deferment? 

Colonel Crark. Basically, Mr. Chairman, this is one of those 
projects in which it proves that engineering is not an exact science. 
I have gone back and looked at it very carefully. We had time 
enough to make the necessary investigations; and, for instance, on a 
6-mile stretch of railroad track we took 53 test borings. Even so, 
when we started construction, we found the geology was extremely 
difficult. We had tremendous overruns in the cost of the relocations 
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on the job. We have also in our work done some redesign on the 
dam itself. 

Mr. Kirwan. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Maenuson. Yes. I went over this whole project last fall, 
and, of course, it is a very important project to the people affected. 
It is a flood control project, as you know, Mr. Chairman. Floods 
from this river are almost a biennial event. 

When I was in newspaper work out there, I covered many floods out 
in this area, and sometimes going along with the Army and evacuating 
people who were stranded in their homes. 

Of course, we are very anxious to complete this work. How is the 
railroad relocation coming? 

Colonel Crark. It is coming all right, sir. We just got hung on the 
difficult rock and cut problem. It is coming along all right now, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. When will the project be completed, Colonel 
Clark? 

Colonel Crarx. The entire project, in October 1962. 

Mr. Macnuson. There has been a very substantial increase in cost 
above the original estimate. Was that due solely to the tough geology 
problems you ran into? 

Colonel CrarKx. Not entirely, Mr. Magnuson. I would say a major 
percentage of it perhaps, but we felt we should do some redesign on 
the dam. Then in view of the construction difficulties we have had, 
we reevaluated the cost of constructing the dam. Of course, that has 
been added in as a cost, or estimate of cost, of completing the job. 

Mr. Maanuson. How about the timber in the reservoir area? 
That is wonderful timber up there. Are you getting that logged off? 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir; it is being logged off. 

Mr. Maanuson. Is the $6 million requested here adequate for 
orderly progress on this project, Colonel? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir; I believe it is adequate. 

Mr. Maenvuson. I remember we had some water supply problems 
for Tacoma in connection with that. What is that situation? 

Colonel Criark. I believe that is working satisfactorily. As you 
may recall, Tacoma built as part of its water-supply system a kind 
of stilling basin so that when we stirred up the river in our construc- 
tion, it would not interfere with the city’s water supply. That has 
been worked out very satisfactorily. 

Mr. Maenuson. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


INCREASE IN COSTS 


Mr. Taser. This is a case where the engineers kind of messed up 
the job; is it not? 

Colonel Cuarkx. Sir, we did not foresee this one correctly; that is 
correct. 

Mr. Taser. In other words, you got to excavating a lot of stuff 
and providing fill that was no good and you had to do the job prac- 
tically all over? 

Colonel Cuark. For a fair amount of that; some of the relocation; 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. And you have increased the cost of it almost 50 percent 
over what it was a year ago? 

Colonel CuarKx. That is correct, sir. 
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Mr. Kirwan. You are sure now, Colonel, that the ratio of it now 
is not going to be changed, there are not going to be any wastes on 
it now? 

Colonel Cuark. No, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. It will not stand another increase. 

Colonel CLtark. No, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. T ABER. How much construction have you got outstanding on 
it now? 

Colonel Cuarx. Sir, I do not have that figure. I have the separate 
contracts. I would have to total it, sir. May I furnish it for the 
record? 

(The material is as follows:) 


The total of contracts presently in force on Eagle Gorge Dam is $17,900,000. 


Mr. Taser. What is your unexpended balance on this? 

Colonel Ciarx. The unexpended balance as of March 31, was 
$1,631,500; as of June 30, we estimate it to be $30,000. 

Mr. Taser. What is your unobligated balance? 

Colonel Ciarx. On the 31st of March, it was $437,500, and on 
June 30, we expect it to be zero. 

Mr. Taser. You have had $14,671,000. What is the purpose of 
this dam—flood control? 

Colonel Ciarx. Yes, sir; flood control. 

Mr. Taser. Is it connected with irrigation? 

Colonel Ciarx. No, sir; there is no irrigation in this one. 

Mr. Taper. Is there any reason why you should not have dis- 
covered those unfavorable field conditions ahead of time, if you had 
made the proper tests? 

Colonel Cuark. Sir, I think perhaps you missed my first statement 
to the chairman in that regard. 

I went back and looked at the various planning and research that 
had been done on the site. On one particular 6-mile stretch of rail- 
road that we had tremendous trouble with, we had made 53 test 
borings, and even so, the geology was such that we continually ran 
into unexpected circumstances. 

Mr. Taser. Will it hold water now? 

Colonel CLarx. Yes; it will be perfectly all right as a dam. 

Mr. Taser. There is practically no benefit-cost ratio now, is there. 

Colonel Ciark. It is 1.09 to 1. 

Mr. Taper. Yes. I guess that is all, Mr. Chairman. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Krrwan. Operation and maintenance, $3,209,400. We will 
insert pages 17 through 20 for the record. 
(Pp. 17 through 20 follow.) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


1. Navigation.—(a) Channels and harbors: The budget estimate of $2,626,000 
provides for essential maintenance work on 9 channel and harbor projects named 
in the list which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity con- 
sists of maintaining the navigation channels and harbors of coastal harbors by 
means of dredging and repair of navigation structures; periodic inspections and 
surveys to determine conditions of the projects for programing purposes and 
providing navigation interests with adequate information on existing channel 
conditions; all as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. 


' 
: 
: 
. 
: 
, 
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This estimate includes $270,000 of the $2 million provided in the budget for 
reduction of the backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. 


Obligations 





Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) 


Fiscal Ce 
Project Fiscal year} 1958 (es- | Recurring main- Remarks 
1957 timated) tenance One [Total fiscal 
aaa. Ce, fl. 
repairs 


Annual | Periodic 


OREGON 
i adteeectocaes $1, 020, 006 |$1, 265, 334 |$835, 000 |_.....__- $270, 000 |$1, 105,000 | Dredging and 
repair north 
jetty. 
Coquille River__....._- 166, 043 Soe, rer! rae 70,000 | Dredging. 
Siuslaw River_......._- 186, 268 327,736 | 52,000 |__._- a dipewtte 52, 000 Do. 
Umpqua River. -_-_-.---- 141, 830 226, 664 | 165,000 ($155,000 |_.._____- 320, 000 Do. 
— Bay and Har- 533, 389 SURGE: | SOROS fink cesaxd <ibssnna 245, 000 Do. 
r. 
WASHINGTON 
= Harbor and 398, 190 367,000 | 428,000 |.........].......- 428, 000 Do. 
Chehalis River. 
Puget Sovnd and 113, 906 398608.) IST OGB inn cdot bnsnc css 127, 000 Do. 
tributary waters. 
Swinomish Slo gh--.-- Re aah 100,000 | 28,000 |_.....--- 128, 000 Do. 
= River and 160, 083 S00 OSD 1. 916, GOD Binds 0 thao <aes-- 216, 000 Do 
arbor. 
Project condition 7, 982 22,008 i 20,000 1. ie Hesseies-- 10, 000 
surveys. 
Other projects mainte- 395, 478 Wy GOD hse haeacn te deta ehh dental ie ddecbed 
nance periodically. 
Total channels ee 5 Ve En seca ddan Sedodscnda 12, 701, 000 


and harbors. 


1 Includes an estimated $75,000 unobligated balance brought forward. 


(b) Locks, dams, and canals: The budget estimate of $408,000 provides the 
minimum amount necessary for annual operational requirements and rehabilita- 
tion work. The amount requested recurring annually is the necessary operation 
and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, supplies, materials and 
parts required for the day by day functioning of the project. Periodic require- 
ment is indicated under remarks below. 


Obligations 


Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) 





Fiscal year 
Project Fiscal year| 1958 (es- | Recurring main- Remarks 
1957 timated) tenance One _ (Total fiscal 
ee year 1959 
repairs 
Annual | Periodic 
WASHINGTON 
Lake Washington ship | $382,185 | $454,616 |$389,000 | $40,000 |_......-- $429, 000 | Repair project 
canal. facilities. In- 
cludes an esti- 
mated $21,000 
unobligated 
balance 
brought 
forward. 





Total navigation -_-__-- 3, 586, 507 3, 246, 965 |*3, 130, 000 


1 Includes an estimated $96,000 unobligated balance brought forward. 
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2. Flood control——(a) Reservoirs: The budget estimate of $101,700 for the 
operation and maintenance of one flood control reservoir and scheduling of flood 
control reservoir operations in the basin, provides the minimum amount necessary 
for operational requirements. The amount requested for maintenance recurring 
annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; 
labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day functioning o 
the project. One time requirement is indicated under remarks below. 


Obligations 


Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) 


Fiscal 
Fiscal | year 1958 Recurring 
Project year (esti- maintenance One Total Remarks 
1957 ED Beni ee fiscal 
repairs year 
Annual) Peri- 1959 
odic 
WASHINGTON 
Mud Mountain Reservoir____|$91,316 | $136, 114 |$95,000 |_.._._-- $12,000 | $107,000 | Repair of build- 
ings. 
Scheduling of flood control 700 700 GEO Bitiswatcabngiinate 700 
reservoir operations. 
Total flood control res- | 92,016 | 136,814 |_.....-.}---.-.--]_.-.-.-- 1 107, 700 


ervoirs. 


1 Includes an estitnated $6,000 unobligated balance brought forward. 


(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous items and’ 
inspections): The budget estimate of $73,700 provides for the minimum annual 
and periodic maintenance requirements of 2 local flood protection projects and 
inspection of 15 completed works within the basin during the budget year. The 
increase over the prior year is essential to restore the projects to effective func- 
tioning for flood control. The estimate includes $52,700 of the $2 million pro- 
— in the budget for reduction of the backlog of urgently needed maintenance 
work. 

Obligations 


Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) 











Fiscal 
Fiseal year Recurring 
Project maintenance Total Remarks 
fiscal 
year 
1959 
WASHINGTON 
Stillaguamish River_....... $73, 700 | Maintenance of 
revetments. 
Tacoma, Puyallup River... 4, 000 Do. 
Inspection of completed 
Riis scistite tligedineegtbeinciibee 5, 000 
Total flood control, 
on nnhs betel 1 82, 700 
Total flood control ___ 7190, 400 
Total North Pacific 
EES 3 3, 320, 400 
Less unobligated balance 
brought forward from 
SE NE DEI inc. 50.5 ches bab Ked acs tech Sotes Bidens hiebonsnabadyenen —111, 000 
Appropriation request 
EE UD GOB 6 onic cnctioncndtcueensadscnnshabeciasibalnesedinanian 3, 209, 400 





1 Includes an estimated $9,000 unobligated balance brought forward. 
2 Includes an estimated $15,000 unobligated balance brought forward. 
4 Includes an estimated $111,000 unobligated balance brought forward. 
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COLUMBIA BASIN 


Witness 
COLONEL A. F. CLARK, JR., NORTH PACIFIC DIVISION 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Krrwan. We will go to the Columbia Basin. Under “General 
investigations” there is $181,100 requested for six projects. We will 
place pages 3 and 4 in the record. 

(The pages are as follows:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


1. ExaMiInaTions AND Surveys.—(a) Navigation studies: The amount of 
$20,000 is requested for continuation of study 1 during fiscal year 1959. 


























Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 

Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 

1959 1959 year 1959 
OREGON 
Columbia River to Portland and Vancouver, 
SL SS eT ares $125, 000 $45, 000 | $20, 000 $60, 000 
SEE a, eee 125, 000 | 45,000 | 


20, 000 | 60, 000 





(b) Flood-control studies: The amount of $161,100 is requested for prosecution 
of 5 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit completion of 3 
reports and progress on 2 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 








Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 
Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
IDAHO 
Upper Snake River, Idaho and Wyo-..-.........- $400, 000 $263, 500 $100, 000 $36, 500 
OREGON 
Yamhill River____.__._ 65, 000 43, 500 21, 500 0 
Grande Ronde River 120, 000 104, 900 15, 100 0 
WASHINGTON 
A kapenbead 62, 500 38, 400 10, 000 14, 100 
Touchet River_._........ 40, 000 25, 500 14, 500 0 
ia k ee owoeu 687, 500 475, 800 161, 100 50, 600 
RN i eh mcs 812, 500 520, 800 181, 100 110, 600 
j 





COLUMBIA RIVER NAVIGATION STUDY 


Mr. Kirwan. Please explain the need for additional funds for the 
navigation study on the Columbia River. 

Colonel Ciarx. There are basically two studies involved here. 
One is a study of a 35-foot channel from the mouth of the Willamette 
River on the Columbia, to Vancouver. 
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The other is a study of a 40-foot channel from the mouth to Port- 
land. There is $125,000 involved in the total estimate. $117,000 is 
requested for the Portland channel, and $8,000 for the Vancouver 
channel. 

UPPER SNAKE RIVER, IDAHO AND WYOMING 


Mr. Kirwan. Explain the status of the flood control study on the 
Upper Snake River and the need for an additional $100,000 in 1959. 

Colonel Cuiark. Sir, this is a portion of the Snake Basin, down to 
and including the Powder River and Burnt River. It is a compre- 
hensive study to determine the needs for flood control and the means 
of flood control. It is a large basin there, and there are a large number 
of flood control problems. 

The $100,000 will be used in the prosecution of that study, and it is 
approaching completion. I can give you more details, if you wish. 

Mr. Kirwan. Last year, the cost had increased to $350,000. 
Now it is up to $400,000. What has caused this? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir; because in our discussions with the Bureau 
of Reclamation, in order to tie together the work of the two bureaus— 
ourselves and the Bureau—we extended the scope of the study down 
to include the Burnt River and the Powder River. 

The original study had not gone that far down. This is an increase 
in scope which threw a couple of more rivers into the basin study. 

Mr. Krrwan. The Pacific Northwest Power Co. has made applica- 
tion to the Federal Power Commission for a license to build a high 
dam at Mountain Sheep on the Middle Snake. What effect would 
this have on the Nez Perce site recommended by the Corps of Engin- 
eers? 

Colonel Cuiark. Sir, the Nez Perce site is downstream, but if the 
higher one were built, the Nez Perce Dam would not be feasible. It 
would take probably three-quarters of the basin of the Nez Perce, 
which is just below the mouth of the Salmon River. 

Mr. Kirwan. How far is that from the Palisades? 

Colonel Ciark. It is about four hundred miles as a crow flies, 
probably half again as long by the river. 

Mr. Kirwan. Are there any questions on general investigations? 

Mr. Maenuson. Does this study of the Snake that you now have 
involve the Middle Snake at all? 

Colonel Cuark. No, sir. The Middle Snake is the term generally 
applied to the place where the dams are, the survey covers the Upper 
Snake. 

Mr. Macnuson. The Interior Department is studying the pos- 
sibility of a dam up at Pleasant Valley, I believe. 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir; I believe they have considered it. 

Mr. Maanuson. We questioned them about their study, and they 
said their study was coordinated with yours where they overlap. 
They do not overlap, however, from what you say because you are 
studying only the Upper Snake. 

Colonel CLiark. No, sir; this one we have been talking about was 
the Upper Snake flood control study. However, in my office we have 
now under review House Document 531, which is the comprehensive 
report on the Columbia River Basin, and in that we are studying the 
Middle Snake as well. 
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However, the Bureau and ourselves exchange information, and I 
was looking just the other day at the material they had furnished us, 
and we are incorporating that in our report. 

Mr. Maaenuson. I see. 

Colonel Criark. I might also point out that we have an interagency 
committee on the Upper Snake work, and we are working together on 
that as well. 

Mr. Maenuson. The Federal Power Commission denied an applica- 
tion of the Pacific Northwest Power Co. to build a dam at Moun- 
tain Sheep, did they not? 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir; and there has been a new plan advanced. 

Mr. Maenuson. They have modified their plan? 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. What is the basic difference in the new plan and 
the old plan, do you know? 

Colonel Cuiark. I believe, sir, that the old plan involved what we 
call Low Pleasant Valley-Low Mountain Sheep. Their new plan, 
as I recall, is for a high dam, which would flood out the lower dams. 
The High Mountain Sheep, which is just above the mouth of the 
Salmon does not close off that river but does close off the Imnaha, 
which also has a high salmon run. 

Mr. Magnuson. The Nez Perce is just below the mouth of the 
Salmon? 

Colonel Crark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. That is all. 

Mr. Krrwan. Are you going to complete your comprehensive study 
of the Columbia Basin? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir; we are due to have it in the Office of the 
Chief of Engineers on the 30th of June, this year. 

Mr. Taser. Have you any specific project on this Upper Snake 
oie at all or is this just a kind of general investigation, Colonel 

ark? 

Colonel Crarx. Sir, this is a general overall investigation. We 
have quite a few projects in the Upper Snake Basin, small projects 
which have been previously studied. Some of them have been 
authorized. 

Mr. Taser. I do not believe I have any more questions on this 
matter at this point, Mr. Chairman. 


ConsTRUCTION, GENERAL 


ApvANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN 


Mr. Krrwan. Under “Advance engineering and design’ there is 
$1,253,000 budgeted for six projects. We will place pages 7 through 
27 in the record. 

(The pages are as follows:) 


LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Cotumsi1a River Locat Protection Prosects (2 Units) 


*™ Location and description.—-The 1950 Flood Control Act authorized local flood 
protection work at 35 localities in the Columbia River Basin subject to the condi- 
tion that prior to initiation of construction, the work at each individual location 
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be found economically justified. These projects are at scattered locations 
throughout the basin. The two locations, for which funds are requested, are: 

(1) Clark Fork at Missoula, Mont. The project is located along the Clark 
Fork through the city of Missoula. The present plan provides for raising existing 
concrete walls, and construction of new levees and minor appurtenant works as 
required for a distance of about 3 miles. 

(2) John Day River, Oreg. This project is located on the Johy Day River in 
Grant and Wheeler Counties, Oreg., and consists of channel rectification, levees 
and revetment from above Mount Vernon to the vicinity of Spray, Oreg., and 
along the north and south forks of the river. 


Summarized financial data 





Blance to 
Precon- | Appropria-| Planning | complete 
Estimated | Estimated | struction tions to allocation precon- 





Name of unit Federal non-Fed- | planning June 30, for fiscal struction 

cost eral cost estimate 1958 year 1959 | planning 

after fiscal 

year 1959 
Clark Fork, Mont ........-..-.- $464, 000 $21, 800 $15, 000 0 $12, 000 $3, 000 
John Day River, Oregon------ 632, 000 25, 000 75, 300 0 16, 000 59, 300 
Wet i bewescdnax Bhecicaiatt 1, 096, 000 46, 800 90, 300 0 28, 000 62, 300 

JUSTIFICATION 


Clark Fork ut Missoula, Mont.—The funds requested for this project will be 
used for an economic evaluation of this unit. The proposed levee system would 
protect both residential and business sections of the town of Missoula, Mont., 
from floods equal in magnitude to that of 1908, the highest of record. 

John Day River, Oreg.—The funds requested for this project will be used for an 
economic evaluation of this unit, Agricultural lands are subject to continued 
bank erosion at all but low flood stages of the river. Periodic overflow adds to 
the damages. This is a farming community and production consists of hay, 
grains, and some livestock. 

Non-Federal costs: The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the units on which funds are recomemnded is broken down as follows: 





Name of unit Lands Relocations Total 
ee, SU COUR | ins icc dedi cidhb ndkcedn babe ebatbdlslaSadanasn cb apibbbitidied sind Ai i. dal $21, 800 
I IY CO a aa 4 | a 25, 000 


In addition to the above costs, local interests are required to operate and main- 
tain these projects upon their completion. 


STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION 


Clark Fork at Missoula, Mont.—Since no funds have been made available to this 
prciest, local interests have not been approached concerning local cooperation. 

owever, it is believed that the items of local cooperation will be forthcoming 
when funds for construction purposes become available. 

John Day River, Oreg—No formal contacts have been made, as no funds have 
been made avilable for this project. It is anticipated that local cooperation will 
be available through the organization of a flood control district which would have 
to be formed under Oregon law or by existing drainage or irrigation districts. 


COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES 


Clark Fork at Missoula, Mont.—The current Federal cost estimate of $464,000 
is an increase of $268,000 over the authorization estimate of $196,000 (1948 base) 
which is the latest estimate submitted to Congress. The increase is due to price 
level rise. 

John Day River, Oreg—The current Federal cost estimate of $632,000 (1957 
base) reflects an increase of $248,000 over the authorization estimate of $384,000 
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(1948 base) which is the latest estimate submitted to Congress. The increase 
is due to price level advances. 


RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
BLUE RIVER RESERVOIR, OREG. 
(Continuation of Planning) 


Location and description.—Blue River Reservoir will be located on Blue River, 
a major tributary of the McKenzie River, 0.6 mile above the confluence of the 
two streams, and about 38 miles easterly of Eugene, Oreg. The plan of improve- 
ment consists of an earth- and gravel-fill embankment with outlet works located 
in the left abutment and a chute-type spillway on the right abutment. The 
reservoir will provide about 85,000 acre-feet of usable flood-control storage and 
will be operated as a unit of the coordinated reservoir system of the Willamette 
River Basin in the interest of flood control, navigation, irrigation, and other 
conservation uses. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.13 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 
Ystimated Federal cost_-- 
Estimated non-Federal cost 


ise af a i cn beet tm eiarelas Sil bate ; . 0 
er OORGNMEION 52.2 \i. 21 bese ates Sarai Arbiter a 0 
a tl aU caviar Glcn ak wig gut 0 

Total estimated project cost____- gee Rhee Se i wane 14, 100, 000 

Preconstruction planning estimate__........-.-...---..----- Lae 400, 000 

meerennone to gene oo, 1986. . . bs ee se 196, 000 

Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959___.__._.....__...__._.____- 105, 000 

Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959_ 99, 000 

JUSTIFICATION 


Blue River Reservoir is a unit of the coordinated reservoir system of the 
Willamette River Basin and will provide flood storage capacity for reduction 
of flood flows on the McKenzie River and the Willamette River. Blue River 
Reservoir with Cougar Reservoir, which is under construction on another tribu- 
tary of the McKenzie River, will reduce the extensive flood damage occurring in 
the highly developed industrial and agricultural areas along lower McKenzie 
River. Downstream at the mouth of the McKenzie, flood stages will be reduced 
when Blue River Reservoir is placed in operation. Flood-control benefits esti- 
mated at $1,095,400 annually will result from the operation of Blue River Res- 
ervoir. Other benefits, including increased depth for navigation, additional 
water for irrigation of lands, increased flows at downstream municipal and private 
powerplants and further dilution of pollution loads, are estimated to have an 
annual vaktre of $244,300. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 





COMPARISON ON FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES 


The current Federal cost estimate of $14,100,000 reflects an increase of 
$409,000 over the latest estimate ($13,700,000) submitted to Congress. The 
estimate for lands and damages was increased $49,000 based on reappraisal under 
current conditions. An increase of $313,000 resulted from reanalysis of require- 
ments for engineering and design and supervision and administration. An in- 
crease of $270,000 in relocation costs for timber access roads is based on restudy 
in the light of current requirements. These increases were partially offset by a 
decrease of $232,000 based on reexamination of construction costs on other 
items of work utilizing current unit prices. 
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Fauu Creek Reservoir, OREG. 
(Continuation of Planning) 


Location and description.—Fall Creek Reservoir will be located on Fall Creek, 
a tributary of the Middle Fork, Willamette River, 7.1 miles above the confluence 
of the two streams and about 19 miles southeasterly of Eugene, Oreg. The plan 
of improvement provides for an earth- and gravel-fill type embankment with a 
chute-type spillway on the left abutment and outlet works in the right abutment. 
The reservoir, with a usable storage capacity of 115,000 acre-feet, will be operated 
as a unit of the coordinated reservoir system of the Willamette River Basin in 
the interest of flood control, navigation, irrigation, and other conservation uses. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio—2.17 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


eens Pade eevee fs RO a ei soe $20, 200, 000 
Ptivenkten non Pederal Gost. ok secre ae ae 
Caer Cometinueon: Soe es CAS ee ee ee 0 
Che? Cette Se og ee a ae 3 a 0 
Total estimated project cost... -..............--....----- 20, 200, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate___...........-.---..--__..- - 400, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1958_.___.......-.--.------------2- 150, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959_____._...........____ ____ 150, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959_ 100, 000 
JUSTIFICATION 


Fall Creek Reservoir is a unit of the coordinated reservoir system of the Willa- 
mette River Basin and will regulate the runoff from an additional 188 square miles 
of flood-producing area at the head of the Willamette Valley. Only 482 square miles, 
or 24 percent of the area above Eugene, will remain uncontrolled after Fall Creek 
Reservoir becomes operative. During the December 1955 flood, Fall Creek 
Reservoir would have reduced the observed flow at Eugene of 40,500 c. f. s. to 
30,000 c. f. s., which is well below bankful. The 12,800 c. f. s. reduction in flow 
at Fall Creek would have been effective throughout the entire reach from Eugene 
to Portland and would have reduced the observed river stage an additional 0.7 
feet. Flood-control benefits estimated at $1,131,600 annually will result from the 
operation of Fall Creek Reservoir. Other benefits, including increased depth 
for navigation, additional water for irrigation of lands, increased flows at down- 
stream powerplants, and dilution of pollution loads, are estimated to have an 
annual value of $703,300. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 


COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES 


The current Federal cost estimate of $20,200,000 is an increase of $1,400,000 
over the latest estimate ($18,800,000) submitted to Congress. Relocations in- 
creased $843,400 based on a restudy in light of current requirements and present- 
day prices. An increase of $585,000 resulted from reanalysis of requirements for 
engineering and design and suppervision and administration. These increases 
were partially offset by refinements in costs for other features resulting in a net 
reduction of $28,400. 

Houiey REseRvorR, OREG. 


(Continuation of planning) 





Location and description.—Holley Reservoir will be located on the Calapooya 
River, a tributary of Willamette River, 49.7 miles above the confluence of the 
two streams, and about 25 miles southeast of Albany, Oreg. The plan of im- 
provement provides for an earth- and gravel-fill embankment with outlet works 
and spillway located on the left abutment. The reservoir will be operated as a 
unit of the coordinated reservoir system of the Willamette River Basin in the 
interest of flood control, navigation, irrigation, and other conservation uses. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.95 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


a ee asecwnce $12, 700, “a 
en cmuewcwrecnenencsoaca 
INNIS Seg iS eit ee i ak erste b ° 
a ai ake ral i I as oma pialeasehd shaw bevmrb 0 
aneh aetimmates project cost... .. 2 2... -. ~~. enna ae 12, 700, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate_-....................----.-- 310, 000 
Aeepriotions to Jane a0, 19068... ........................-.... 200, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959__.._.__._.....-......------ 110, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal vear 1959_ None 
JUSTIFICATION 


Holley Reservoir is a unit of the coordinated reservoir system of the Willam- 
ette River Basin. This reservoir will provide flood protection to 36,000 acres 
along the Calapooya River and the lower reaches of its tributaries and as a unit 
of the overall plan for flood protection in the Willamette Basin will contribute sub- 
stantially to protection of an additional 130,000 acres along the Willamette River 
below the mouth of the Calapooya River. These properties are valued at over 
$220 million. The Calapooya River contributed about 5 percent of the peak flow 
of the Willamette River at Albany during the December 1955 flood and has con- 
tributed to other floods on the Willamette River in varying degrees. The reservoir 
will furnish water for irrigation of 19,700 acres of cultivated lands and 25,200 acres 
of grasslands along the Calapooya "River. Improvement of low-flow conditions 
and subsequent pollution abatement, as well as beneficial effects on power produc- 
tion at Willamette Falls, are additional benefits incidental to the principal project 
function. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 


COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES 


The current Federal cost esimate of $12,700,000 is an increase of $200,000 over 
the latest estimate ($12,500,000) submitted to Congress. The increase is based 
on further studies utilizing current unit prices, including reanalysis of requirements 
for relocations and provision for contribution to retirement fund. 


MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS (WITH POWER) 


GREEN PeTeR Reservoir, INCLUDING WHITE BRIDGE REREGULATING RESERVOIR, 
OREGON 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—Green Peter project will be located on the Middle 
Santiam River about 4 miles above the confluence with South Santiam River and 
30 miles southeast of Albany, Oreg. The project is a unit of the comprehensive 
plan for flood control and multiple purpose use of the water resources of Willamette 
River Basin. The plan for Green Peter Dam provides for an earth and rockfill 
dam, spillway, and powerhouse with installed capacity of 81,000 kilowatts. This 
plan also provides for White Bridge Dam to be located approximately 3 miles 
below Green Peter Dam which will reregulate the flows resulting from peak power 
operation on Green Peter powerplant. A 15,000-kilowatt powerplant will be 
provided at White Bridge. 

Authorization.—1950 and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio—1.41 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost____ __-__- Jmonmell. 2c 2lind dow awe ees $58, 400, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost__- ds etl a ea ones 0 
Gu womenpueNen S o0L Se. oe ce cole bs, cathe ty 0 
Spaneeeeeer soso. tie lous JUL la ccs Jue ot Se ek Bad oes én 0 
Total estimated project cost... ...--..-.- sees-bs--s5--- 58, 400, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate_________...-_-.----.-----.--- 950, 400 
Beeronremees te June 30, 1066... - .. 224 5.25. beads cues}. 640, 400 
Planning allocation for fiscal year NN a oe cul OE cede 310, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959. 0 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project is an integral unit in the comprehensive plan for the development of 
Willamette River and its tributaries in the interest of flood control and other 
urposes. Green Peter Reservoir is located on one of the largest tributaries of 
South: Santiam River, which is one of the largest flood-producing tributaries of 
Willamette River. Control of flood flows from Santiam River is necessary to 
reduce the extensive flood damage in highly developed industrial and agricultural 
areas along lower Santiam River and downstream along Willamette River. 
Further, until floods on South Santiam River are controlled an interim unbalanced 
flow condition exists on the rich delta between North and South Santiam Rivers. 
Because of already achieved stage reductions on North Santiam River, overbank 
flows from the lower reaches of the South Santiam River will tend to flow across 
the delta toward North Santiam River at increased velocities and will, therefore, 
cause greater erosion. Green Peter Reservoir, as the major unit in the three- 
reservoir system in the South Santiam River, will assist in reducing flood stages 
and damages both on Santiam and Willamette Rivers and will provide increased 
flow and depth for navigation on Willamette River during low-water periods in 
the summer and fall; generate over 210 million kilowatt-hours of electric energy 
in an average year; increase flows at a privately owned power generating plant 
on Willamette River at Oregon City; provide additional water for irrigating lands 
by pumping directly from Santiam and Willamette Rivers; and provide additional 
dilution of the pollution load carried by lower Willamette River. Flood-control 
benefits estimated at $1,778,500 annually will result from the operation of Green 
Peter Reservoir. Other benefits, including power at $1,841,200, are estimated to 
have an annual value of $2,229,800. 


Non-Federal costs.—None. 
Status of local cooperation.— None required. 


COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES 


No change in total project cost from latest estimate submitted to Congress. 
However, feature estimate details making up that estimate have been revised. 
Price level increases amount to $147,000. The estimates for lands and damages 
and relocations have been increased $955,000 and $1,133,000, respectively, due 
to reexamination of requirements based on present development and conditions. 
Estimates for dams and reservoirs have been decreased a total of $2,370,000 based 
on more detailed studies and design. Estimates for engineering and design and 
supervision and administration have been adjusted based on experienced cost 
which resulted in a net increase of $135,000. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN—MULTIPLE-PURPOSE 
PROJECTS, INCLUDING POWER 


LowER MoNuMENTAL LocK AND Dam, WASH. 
(Continuation of Planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located at river mile 44.7 on the Snake 
River, a tributary of the Columbia River, at the head of the Ice Harbor pool, in 
Walla Walla, Franklin, Columbia, and Whitman Counties, Wash. The plan of 
improvement provides for a dam, powerplant, navigation lock, and appurtenant 
facilities for public use of the reservoir and for passage of migratory fish. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.01 to 1 for initial power installation with proportionate 
share of Columbia-Snake River navigation system benefits. 


Summarized financial data 
Metimated Bederal eeet.cs .o3i. il ele Ss Laie ach $133, 000, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost___-__- 


chai wkbhik wm bod an of 084. bce Jacek ald ead ae 0 

Men SODIUM PRT INI sateen Se eas s bd ei S an s ie 0 
RTI UIE hss Sc cm cscs ad detec ws kin, ws coo GE a ab ob ed ea ca ar aa 0 
Total estimated project cost (initial installation)... __________- 133, 000, 000 
Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation. ........._____- 153, 000, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate_-__--......----.-------- Ged 1, 725, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1958____...--------- Sad Basa Seros Stable 680, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959____--_--._------- 550, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959_ 495, 000 


25230—58—pt. 2——59 
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JUSTIPICATION 


Lower Monumental lock and dam, the second of four authorized multiple- 
urpose dams to provide slack-water navigation, hydroelectric power, and other 
eneficial water-use development of the lower Snake River, is an essential unit 

in the authorized slack-water navigation and hydroelectric development of lower 
360 miles of Columbia River and lower 140 miles of Snake River, and will have an 
initial power installation of 270,000 kilowatts with skeleton unit provisions for 
an ultimate total installation of 540,000 kilowatts. 

Present and prospective power demands in the Pacific Northwest region are in 
excess of capabilities now existing or under construction, and power shortages 
retard industrial and other resource development essential to regional economic 
growth and prosecution of the national defense effort. The Pacific Northwest 
Governors’ Power Policy Committee has estimated that a power deficiency in 
excess of 1 million kilowatts will exist in the Pacific Northwest during the 1965-66 
winter season under adverse water conditions; this estimate is based on capabilities 
of projects now existing, under construction, and assured of completion at that 
time. This prospective deficiency is expected to increase by at least 700,000 
kilowatts annually thereafter unless additional power resources are developed. 

The project will develop a second reach of the lower 140 miles of Snake River 
for navigation by providing a slack-water pool 27 miles long from river mile 44.7, 
the head of the downstream Ice Harbor pool, to river mile 72.2, the site of the 
next upstream dam. Seasonal navigation is expected to develop on the lower 
Snake River immediately after completion of the Ice Harbor project and this 
commerce will increase progressively, as the slack-water development is extended, 
to an estimated 2,500,000 tons of commerce moving on and through the pool. 
This commerce w ill be principally bulk commodities such as wheat, wood products, 
limestone, ores, petroleum, and fertilizers. More recent studies, still under re- 
view, indicate that previous estimates of anticipated waterborne commerce are 
very conservative and previously estimated navigation benefits will be exceeded 
considerably. Realization of the complete navigation program, with availability 
of adequate power supply, would expand the regional economy. 

The project will also reduce pumping lifts for irrigation developments along the 
reservoir shoreline and will provide incidental recreational benefits. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—Not applicable. 


COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES 


No change is made from the estimate of $133 million previously submitted to 
Congress. However, feature estimate details making up that estimate have been 
revised. Price level increases of $4,618,000 have been reflected. Estimates for 
railroad relocations have been increased $5, 927,000 based on more detailed investi- 
gations in connection with studies in the Ice Harbor and Lower Monumental pool 
areas. However, these increases have been offset by decreases in other features 
due to analysis of the estimates based on design and cost of similar Ice Harbor 
project. 


CLARK FORK, MONT. 


Mr. Kirwan. Explain the need for $12,000 to begin planning on 
the local protection project on Clark Fork, Mont. 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, the project on Clark Fork, Mont., is in the 
city of Missoula which has trouble from floods. We had that author- 
es under the 1950 Flood Control Act for local protection work at 

35 localities in the basin. 

They were authorized on the basis of a requirement for a restudy 
before any work was to be done, and we are asking for this money 
to go in and make the study of the Missoula problem to determine 
whether it is economic ‘ally justified; and if so, to do the necessary 
design and construction. 

Mr. Kirwan. Why is not the total planning cost of $15,000 re- 
quested in 1959 instead of deferring $3,000 to 1960? 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, the best answer T can give you is that to my 
mind the district in making up the estimate felt that they needed 
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this to make the preliminary study which comes very near the design 
stage, and then the other $3,000, if it is justified, will go on the plans 
and specifications. 


JOHN DAY RIVER, OREG, 


Mr. Kirwan. Explain the need for initiating planning on the local 
protection project on the John Day River in 1959 at a cost of $16,000. 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, that is in the same category as the Clark Fork. 
That means we now would like to undertake the necessary preliminary 
investigations and evaluate the economies of the job. 

Mr. Krrwan. Is that not way ahead of the dam? 

Colonel Cuiark. Sir, this is upstream in the upper reaches of the 
John Day River. The John Day Dam is down below and the two 
are not connected. 

Mr. Kirwan. Not connected? 

Colonel CLark. No. 


FALL CREEK RESERVOIR, OREG. 


Mr. Kirwan. The Fall Creek Reservoir, Oreg., was added as a 
new planning start by the Senate in the 1958 bill. Please describe 
this project, and the need also for the additional $150,000 requested 
to continue planning in 1959. 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, this is one of the reservoirs in the Willamette 
River Basin on Fall Creek, and part of a system which has been 
authorized in the Willamette Basin in the Flood Control Act of 1950. 
This dam controls 188 square miles and will contribute materially to 
the flood control of the basin, which has been a problem for many 
years. 

LOWER MONUMENTAL LOCK AND DAM, WASHINGTON 


Mr. Kirwan. $550,000 is requested to continue planning on the 
Lower Monumental lock and dam, Washington. Last year it was testi- 
fied that based on new information under review the benefit-cost 
ratio would be 1.14 to 1. 

Please comment on the status of this review of the ratio. 

Colonel Ctark. The preparation of the material on the Lower 
Monumental advance engineering and design was made up last fall. 
The new study on navigation and power benefits which are to be part 
of the 308 reports, were not completely ready at the time this}was 
made up. 

We are just completing some. studies of the Snake River which 
affect this project. I still feel that the benefit-cost ratio next year 
when we have finished the report will be in good shape. 

Mr. Kirwan. What about that 1.14 to 1? 

Colonel CLark. Sir, I do not have a new figure on benefit-to-cost 
ratio based on the new power and navigation figures that we have. 
I feel that they are going to increase considerably. The increase as 
regards navigation, we think, is going to be somewhere around 100 
percent. 

Mr. Taser. You ought not to be asking us to appropriate these 
things unless they show proper benefit-cost ratio. 


Colonel Ciark. Sir, 1 feel that will be shown when we complete 
our work on it. 
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_ Mr. Kirwan. What progress has been made on the question of 
joint relocation of the two railroads in connection with this and the 
Ice Harbor project? 

RAILROAD RELOCATION 


Colonel Cuiark. Sir, the relocation of the two railroads has been 
the subject of discussion between ourselves and the railroads involved 
over a period of about 2 years. Finally, last summer it was deter- 
mined that with the situation the way it is, with the requirements of 
the railroads for joint operation, it would be cheaper for the Govern- 
ment to do a separate relocation job, and we have proceeded on that 
basis. 

Mr. Krrwan. What will be the total cost of railroad relocations 
on the Lower Monumental project? I note they have been increased 
$5,927,000 since last year. You said it was going to be cheaper there. 

Colonel Clark. It will be cheaper than trying to work the two lines 
in a joint relocation. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is what you meant? Cheaper in that sense? 
Is that it? 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Are there any questions on advance engineering and 
design? 

CLARK FORK, MONT. 


Mr. Botanp. On the Clark Fork at Missoula, the existing concrete 
walls, and the pertinent works described in the identification at page 
7, were constructed by whom? 

There is an existing concrete wall now at the Clark Fork, Mont.? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Who built it? 

Colonel Ciark. I think it must have been local construction. I am 
sure we did not, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. How large is Clark Fork River? 

Colonel Ciark. It is quite a good sized river, sir. 

Mr. Boxanpn. Do you have the cubic flow of the river itself? 

Colonel Cuark. Sir, I could furnish it. I am not sure I have a 
gaging station at Missoula, but one close by. 

Mr. Botanp. You have no idea of the cost of this, what that cost 
will be? 

Colonel Cuiark. No, sir; they were carrying an estimated cost of 
$464,000, but that was originally made back in 1948, and escalated, 
and is on a very thin basis as regards an estimate. 

Mr. Botanp. What has been the damage in that area? Do you 
have a history of the damage there? 

Colonel Ciark. No, sir; we have not. It would necessitate an 
economic study to develop the damage. 

Mr. Botanp. Have you done that on the John Day River? 

Colonel Cuark. No, sir. 

Mr. Bo.tanp. I would also like to have the flow of the John Day 
River in the record. Can you supply that? 

Colonel Ciark. All right, sir. 

(The requested information follows:) 


—— 
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Tabulation of flows on Clark Fork at Missoula, Mont., and John Day River 
at Service Creek (approximately 12 miles downstream from downstream end of 
pregert ) follows: 


Clark Ford John Day 
at Missoula River at 
Service Creek 


Average discharge (cubic feet per second) ..___..............-..--.-.2..------ | 1 2,734 | 21,709 
Maximum discharge of record (cubic feet per second) 


1 26 years of record. 
2 27 years of record. 
3 May 23, 1948. 
4 Mar. 19, 1932. 


SNAKE RIVER 


Mr. Bo.anp. There are four dams on the Snake River? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir; as part of the navigation and power on 
the Snake. 

Mr. Bouanp. There is no navigation on the Snake now, is there? 

Colonel Ciarx. No, sir. 

Mr. Kre wan. What are the four dams? 

Colonel CLarx. The lower one is Ice Harbor, then Lower Monu- 
mental, then Little Goose, and last, Lower Granite. 

Mr. Bo.tanp. What is the cost allocated to navigation? 

Colonel CiarxK. It is in the order of 20 percent. 

Mr. Bouanp. Is it not as high as 40? 

Colonel Ciark. On a benefit allocation, sir? 

Mr. Botanp. The cost which you allocate for navigation on these 
four dams. 

Colonel CLark. I want to correct a statement I made on this Lower 
Monumental. The navigation benefit is 12 percent on Lower Monu- 
mental. 

Mr. Botanp. What is it on the others? 

Colonel CiarK. Ice Harbor is 16 percent. I do not have it on the 
other two, but I can furnish it. 

Sir, the cost and the definitions of cost and the work on the upper 
two has not been carried to a really recent figure, I am informed. 

These two figures which I gave you are fairly recent. 

Mr. Bouanp. I think we had some figures last year where the cost 
allocation to navigation was much greater than that. 

Colonel CLarxK. Sir, I may have misunderstood you. I was giving 
you the percentage benefits on navigation on the dam. 

Mr. Bouanp. If all the cost of the Lower Monumental is $133 
million, how much of that has been allocated for navigation? 

Colonel Crark. I do not believe I have that, sir. 

Mr. Bo.anp. Just supply it for the record. 

Colonel CLarK. Very well, sir 

(The requested information follows:) 
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The allocation of cost to navigation on the Lower Snake River projects is as 
follows: 











Project Cost allo- Percent 
cation 
UT iidacecneeus cae Hiancawacnens owiees nmin emenzatmegulebehiestesnasa $38, 528, 000 28 
Lower Monumental. -_-. Capes canes dee ees Revlon @ iipaatepcey a aera sala 22, 286, 000 17 
Little Goose__..............-- An sbuki, ota eebee ek eee 28, 927, 000 21 
Lower Granite---.---- Reine Kaaab ceed dana cegeccdt tebe nese tee haeeneoekas 24, 477, 000 21 
a a ssanttbudiblononiaienteaoii | 114, 218, 000 | 22 








Mr. Botanp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


LOWER MONUMENTAL LOCK AND DAM, WASH. 


Mr. Maenuson. Colonel Clark, on the Lower Monumental, this 


cost-benefit ratio 1.01 to 1, does it take into account navigation 
benefits at all? 


Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Macnuson. It does? 
Yolonel CLarkK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. But you are revising that—did I understand 
correctly that you are revising the appraisal of the navigation 
benefits? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir. The navigation study, on which the bene- 
fits presently used are figured, is some 12 years old, and as a part of 
the 308 review, we are doing a new navigation study of this Columbia 
Basin, which will revise these figures. 

Mr. Macnuson. Mr. Boland mentioned that the Lower Monu- 
mental is 1 unit of a system of 4 proposed dams along the lower Snake. 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macnuson. Of which Ice Harbor is one which is under con- 
struction? 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. And this logically would be the next one, the next 
location above Ice Harbor? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. We cannot get navigation up to Lewiston unless 
we build the whole series, can we? 

Colonel Ciark. That is correct, sir. 

Let me correct that, sir. Ice Harbor, for instance, will remove, 
when it is in operation, two of the worst of the rapids. 

There may be some occasional traffic up there at a favorable water 
season after Ice Harbor is completed, but it is problematical. 

Mr. Maanuson. What is the plan for Lower Monumental? Is it 
the engineers’ intention to ask for the remainder of the preconstruction 
planning money next year? 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maanuson. That is about another half a million dollars? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. It is on that order. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a point here that the Congressman has 
brought up which I think might well be covered. This set of four 
dams were never surveyed, not completely, and as part of the 
preconstruction planning we get into the problem of locating the 
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Little Goose Dam in order to determine the height at which to build 
Lower Monumental and make sure that the pool is sufficient for the 
navigation. Part of this money which is asked for this year is to be 
used in the final location of Little Goose as part of the series, 

Mr. Taser. You really do not know where you are going to locate 
it, do you? 

Colonel CLarkx. We come within a short distance. 

Mr. Taser. Within yards or miles? 

Colonel Ciarx. Within, I would say, perhaps a mile—perhaps a 
half a mile. 


Mr. Maenuson. But that is Little Goose, not Lower Monumental, 
Mr. Taber. 

Colonel CLarK. Yes: we have to determine the site of Little Goose 
before we can completely plan Lower Monumental. 


ESTIMATES OF NAVIGATION ON SNAKE RIVER 


Mr. MaaGnuson. Colonel, has there been any further determina- 
tion as to probable traffic, probable use of this river? Have you 
found that-your estimates of tonnage are conservative? 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, I think our estimates of the Columbia system 
in general have been very conservative, and I think that there will 
be excellent traffic here on the Snake. The probabilities are all 
there, sir. 

Mr. Maanuson. I know there is a great potential for navigation 
on the Snake. 


RAILROAD RELOCATIONS, LOWER MONUMENTAL AND LITTLE GOOSE 


The chairman mentioned the question of joint relocation, and you 
said that you had determined last summer that it would be cheaper 
for the Government to do a separate relocation job. 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. I think I asked you this last year: Did you mean 
as between the 2 railroad lines or as between the 2 dams—the Lower 
Monumental and the Little Goose? 

Colonel Ciark. Actually, sir; it involved both. There were two 
railroad lines, and the problem of putting the two railroad lines 
together and having them operate over the same piece of track because 
of the requirements of the railroads became more expensive than 
relocating both railroads separately. 

Once that was determined, then the conflict, the problems of reloca- 
tion in the Lower Monumental pool, no longer affected us, so we were 
able to go ahead with the planning and construction on Ice Harbor. 
We were also able to go ahead then with planning Lower Monumental. 

Mr. Maanuson. Would the engineers be in a position to start con- 
struction on Lower Monumental earlier than your present schedule 
calls for? 


Colonel CLark. I have to refresh my memory on the date that we 
have in here. 

No, sir; we do not feel so. We prefer to coatinue our planning slowly 
and carefully and then start the construction. 

Mr. Magnuson. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
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LOWER MONUMENTAL LOCK AND DAM, WASH. 


Mr. Taser. What are the benefits which you figure on this Lower 
Monumental job? 

Colonel Ciarx. At the present time, sir, the benefits in power and 
navigation—— 

Mr. Taser. How much is power? 

Colonel CLarx. Annual average benefits, $5,791,000. 

Mr. Taser. That is the benefits that would come with the com- 
pletion of this dam and its equipment? 

Colonel CLtark. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What is the other benefit? 

Colonel CLtarx. Navigation, $814,000. 

Mr. Taser. And what else? 

Colonel Ciark. Irrigation, sir; $6,000, one-tenth of 1 percent. 

Mr. Taser. Irrigation, $6,000? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir; a very small amount of benefits. 

Mr. Taser. Even though all of these jobs were reported to have a 
reclamation benefit practically, I have been looking them over; and 
if it was a reclamation project, that is one thing; but that fourth 
allocation kind of makes me wonder why reclamation is getting into it. 

Colonel CLarx. The reclamation or irrigation benefit in this case 
consists primarily of the fact that by raising the level of the water in 
the pool, the people who irrigate from the pool will not have to pump 
quite so high. 

Mr. Taser. But that would not apply to a lot of the others. For 
instance, your Blue River deal. There you have a lot of irrigation, 
have you not? 

Colonel Cuiarx. Sir, the irrigation on Blue River is 10% percent of 
the total benefits. 

Mr. Taper. You have not got a single bit of local—— 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, the irrigation is under an agreement with the 
Bureau of Reclamation in the Willamette Valley. Under that the 
Bureau is handling the irrigation in the valley and has been and ex- 
pects to continue to handle it, and the receipts therefrom are returned 
to the Treasury. 

Mr. Taser. On that Blue River deal, you say that there would be 
increased depth for navigation. Would there be navigation on that 
river? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir. There is a fair amount of navigation in 
the lower Willamette, and again the benefits which we have claimed 
are very small. Actually, they are 1 percent of the benefits. 

Mr. Taser. What do you claim are the benefits? 

Colonel Cruarx. I can read you the list, sir. Flood control, 
$1,095,400; irrigation is $137,100; navigation, $12,900. 

Mr. Taser. Navigation would be $12,900? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. Pollution abatement, $45,700. The 
downstream power— 

Mr. Taser. You say downstream power? 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. That would be $18,600. 

Mr. Taser. That means you are counting in a lot of stuff that is 
not already built downstream, does it not? 

Colonel Cuark. Sir, some of it is built. 

Mr. Taser. Most of it is not? 
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Colonel CLark. No, sir; on the Willamette I do not think there is 
any more downstream. 

May I check just a moment. (After checking.) I just checked, 
sir, and I think that is for powerplants that are already in existence 
at Willamette Falls. 


COST ESTIMATES 


Mr. Taper. The cost of this project is estimated at what? 

Colonel Cuark. $14,100,000. 

Mr. Taser. Has that increased recently? 

Colonel Ciark. No, sir. That is the same estimate that we had 
last year. 

Mr. Taser. Increased $400,000 it says right here in the book, page 
12, the first line of the second paragraph on the page. 

Colonel Ciark. I beg your pardon, sir. I was looking at the pre- 
construction planning. That is right, the current cost represents an 
increase of $400,000. Lands and damages increased $49,000 over the 
figures established for 1958 on reappraisal of our current costs, and an 
increase of the engineering and design and supervision and adminis- 
tration of $313,000, and some increase for relocation costs. Also a 
decrease in cost for other items. It all balanced out at $400,000. I 
beg your pardon for reading the wrong line. 

Mr. Taser. I guess that is all. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, I realize that Colonel Clark is a new 
man up in that area, and may not be fully familiar with so many 
things so far, so I am going to ask that these questions be inserted in 
the record and that he furnish the answers to them. 

Mr. Kirwan. Very well. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


CALCULATION OF BENEFITS 


QvEsTION. It is noted that you reported last year that when a power value 
equal to the present Bonneville rates—which are reported to average 2.3 mills 
per kilowatt-hour—is used in the benefit-to-cost ratio for this project, the benefit- 
to-cost ratio is only 0.59 to 1.0. Will you discuss? 

ANSWER. Power generated at projects of the Corps of Engineers in the Pacific 
Northwest is turned over to the Department of the Interior for disposal at the 
lowest possible rates consistent with sound business principles. Receipts from 
the sale of power are deposited in the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. There 
is no transfer of funds to the Corps of Engineers in payment for the power, or 
corresponding rates for such, although amounts are credited to individual projects 
on the basis of power production costs. 

The rates of the Bonneville Power Administration of the Department of the 
Interior are based upon requirements for repaying total power costs for the system 
asawhole. The cost of projects within that system vary, relative to the amounts 
of power made available . the project. An application of the rates to the power 
made available by individual projects will indicate an unfavorable ratio for some 
projects and a favorable ratio for other projects. Total revenues, however, are 
at least equal to total power costs for the system and all individual projects pro- 
vide more benefits than costs. The rates are not based upon benefits and should 
not be used for determining a benefit-cost ratio. Also the rates are not applicable 
to individual projects and should not be used as a measure of project revenues. 
However, the application of current resale rates to the power which the Ice Harbor 
project will make available and the addition of other benefits gives a sum which 
is about 0.69 of the annual project costs (exclusive of the economic costs for taxes 
foregone). Similar ratios for the Lower Monumental, Little Goose, and Lower 
Granite projects would be 0.59, 0.58, and 0.53, respectively. 

On the basis of system revenues being credited to individual projects of the 
system in amounts equal to or greater than the cost of power production the 
ratio of such amounts to the annual cost is 1.0 to 1.0 or greater. 
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Question. What are the various tons and ton-miles of major products which 


were used in making the navigation benefit determinations? 


ANswER. Following tabulation gives major products, tons, and ton-miles used 


in determining navigation benefits on the Snake River. 


These were estimated 





in 1948 and represent the estimated potential commerce averaged over a 50-year 
period beginning at completion of the slackwater improvements from tidewater 
to Lewiston and the 30-mile open-river barge channel from Lewiston to Lime- 


point. 











Product Tons Ton-miles 
Ee 1, 000, 000 293, 200, 000 
a ir en SEUSS ht es 8 ee hes else 2, 231, 540 356, 676, 900 
reins s 1, 042, 600 160, 329, 400 
en ee kaacupaducwss : row, 653, 410 120, 625, 700 
daa esd tite adseoneoeeaee a es 4 diganeg naa gaicenge aa ceaan deen 4, 927, 550 930, 832, 000 








Question. Is there any substantial barge traffic now in being on the Columbia 
River above the Bonneville Dam? If so, what tonnage was transported last 
year, other than construction material for Federal dams and powerplants? 

Answer. Pending completion of the authorized improvements on the lower 
Snake River and the John Day Dam on the Columbia, commercial traffic cannot 
be fully developed. With the overall improvement only partially developed, the 
barge traffic passing Bonneville Dam in 1956 totaled 1,151,262 tons of which 
50,000 tons was cement for The Dalles Dam leaving a net tonnage of 1,101,262 
tons. 

Question. What effect would the extension of barge navigation to the head of 
the Lower Granite pool have upon existing truck and railroad transportation? 
In other words, how much of the potential tonnage and ton-miles would be 
achieved at the expense of the railroads and truck lines? 

Answer. If no barge transportation were available and the economy expanded 
to develop the same amount of traffic, the whole tonnage would necessarily be 
carried by railroads and trucks. In similar instances it has been experienced 
that the cheaper transportation rates of the waterway have stimulated economic 
growth of the region, resulting in increased traffic for all media of transportation. 


IRRIGATION BENEFITS 


Mr. Bupee. Would you happen to know how long the corps has 
been figuring irrigation benefits in the benefit-cost ratio? 

Colonel Criark. Sir, no; I do not know, but perhaps there are 
people here who could answer it for me. 

Mr. Buper. Is that not something that is rather recent? 

General SzeMan. No, sir; in the Southwestern Division where there 
is an increment possible in that project, and it is authorized in the 
— act, we have to include those in our engineering studies 
also. 

Mr. Buper. Taking Lower Monumental as an example, is there 
anything in the authorizing act that mentions irrigation? 

Colonel Cxiark. I am not certain, but I do not Cchieve so. 

Mr. BupGr. What happens to benefit-cost ratio on this project, 
which was 1.01 to 1, if you exclude this $6,000 benefit to irrigation? 

Colonel Cuiark. Sir, may I correct an answer? We have here 
“the construction of such dams as are necessary providing water 
navigation and irrigation,” so it was ineluded in the act. I beg your 
pardon, sir. On the question you asked about the $6,000 for irriga- 
tion benefit, it is one-tenth of 1 percent of the annual benefit, and I 
could do a quick computation, but I am quite sure it would not 
be entirely accurate. 

Mr. Bupce. Then would you put that in the record? 
me that there is no end to these things. 


It seems to 
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(The following information was furnished later:) 


Elimination of the $6,000 irrigation benefit would reduce the benefit-cost 
ratio from 1.0099 to 1.0090 which when carried to two decimal places would not 
effect the ratio of 1.01. 

Mr. Bunce. How do you collect this $6,000 back for the Govern- 
ment? 

Colonel CLtark. The Bureau of Reclamation generally handles the 
collection of the local reclamation receipts. 

Mr. Bunce. Do you have any agreement with the Bureau of 
Reclamation that the Bureau will collect this $6,000 back? 

Colonel CLarx. Not yet, sir. I do not believe we are even ready 
to discuss it with them. It is some years in the future before we will 
even have the details. 

Mr. Bunce. I am interested in this because up in my country, 
when we build an wrigation project, the people that get the water 
have to pay the entire amount to the Federal Government. 

If you are simply raising the water level in this area, I am just a little 
bit curious about how that has to be repaid to the Federal Government. 
I wish you would put a little statement in the record explaining that. 

Colonel Ciark. All right, sir. I will be glad to do that. 

(The requested statement follows:) 

None of the storage in this project is allocated to irrigation. The benefits 
consist entirely of reduced pumping costs to irrigators who use the present river 
flow. No attempt will be made to collect from water users in this case. In the 
case of other dams in the Columbia Basin involving regulatory storage for irriga- 
tion, the Bureau of Reclamation, under an agreement with the Corps of Engineers, 
will collect reimbursement for this water. 

Mr. Bupae. I remember last year in discussing the navigation 
feature of this and other projects in the area, one of the commodities 
which was going to be transported down the river was limestone, and 
I asked a question as to who owned the limestone deposits which was 
referred to in the testimony. 

I do not know whether that was ever furnished. Can someone tell 
me now whether that was ever furnished? Did you furnish it for the 
record, or rather would you do so now? 

Colonel Cuark. All right, sir. We will do that. 

(The requested information follows:) 

The limestone deposits on the Idaho side of the Snake River are owned by a 
subsidiary company of the Washington Power Co. The deposits on the Washing- 
ton side of the river are in private ownership. 

Mr. Bupes. Colonel, on this irrigation in these Corps of Engineers 

rojects, in figuring the benefit-cost ratio, I note that under executive 
fetter dated December 31, 1952, subsection (d) under paragraph 8 on 
page 7—this is what is referred to as a circular letter A-47. I think 
you are familiar with it, are you not? 

Colonel CLARK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bupe@e. Subsection (d) says this: 


Increase in expected net farm income from additional production will reduce 
cost.of production of farm products as a result of reclamation of land. 


Was that the paragraph on which you based the authority to include 
urigation as a benefit? 

Colonel CLarK. No, sir. We were required to study the benefits 
of irrigation in the authorizing document. 
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Mr. Bunce. Suppose it were not in the authorizing document. I 
am quite sure that some of these projects are not in the authorizing 
document. 

I wish you would put a statement in the record not just limited to 
Lower Monumental, but throughout the basin, on just how you get 
the authority to include irrigation and also how you expect to make the 
collections to repay the benefit which you claim for the irrigation. 

Colonel Cuark. Sir, the Bureau of Reclamation basically does that 
under agreement with us; that is in the Willamette Valley. I would 
be glad to furnish that for the record. 

Mr. Bunce. If you would, please, sir. 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. 

(The requested information follows:) 


Current investigating and planning procedures of the Corps of Engineers require 
that full consideration be given to all water resource potentialities and problems 
with the view to development of sound and comprehensive plans for river basin 
improvement. The basic authority for consideration of irrigation as a collateral 
subject in connection with the preparation of flood control and river and harbor 
reports authorized by Congress is contained in section 3 of the River and Harbor 
Act of March 4, 1913, 37 Stat. 825 (33 U. S. C. 545); in section 3 of the Flood 
Control Act of March 1, 1917, 39 Stat. 950 (33 U. S. C. 701); and in section 1 
of the River and Harbor Act of January 21, 1927, 44 Stat. 1015, which authorized 
the 308 survey reports. The interests of the Bureau of Reclamation, Department 
of the Interior, are fully coordinated and it is recognized that the Bureau should 
dispose of water for irrigation purposes from Corps of Engineers’ authorized 
projects in the Columbia River Basin. 


Mr. Buper. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


CoNSTRUCTION 
COLUMBIA RIVER BETWEEN VANCOUVER, WASH. AND THE DALLES, OREG. 


Mr. Kirwan. All right. Construction Columbia River between 
Vancouver, Wash., and The Dalles, Oreg., pages 28a through 33 for 
the record. 


(The pages are as follows:) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


CotumBia River BETWEEN VANCOUVER, WASH., AND THE DALLES, OREG. 
(27-Foor CHANNEL) 











(Continuing) 
AOS ISO See Ue or -vuUsbiu.i a OBR DORON 
OG IIIIUERLO cy. 3.65 och J al dee tesuwi< ‘3 _.. 1,000, 000 
ee tr NS UTR nt ei gs a cheb neweh ba 0 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
ie i sath = Pert rrerer aren te tteetnr ore hepinctaipans 
| 1959 budget | Revised | Increase 
estimate | 
r = 
Continue rock removal above Bonneville_____.___.__.....---- $827, 800 | $827, 800 0 
Engineering and design._..__..._.........__..__--. 86, 700 | 86, 700 0 
Supervision and administration ___- 85, 500 85, 500 0 


nd ie enna eee eas Sear oe | 1, 000, 000 | 1, 000, 000 |... _. 
| 
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Revised completion schedule 














1959 budget | Revised estimate 
Entire project _- . : EN So tan a Lp Sane 1600.2... .-..- | June 1960. 
Channel from Vancouver to Bonneville__......_...._..__.---|--- eo ‘ Do. 
Channel from Bonneville to The Dalles_...._...............| May 1960__._.._...- | May 1960. 





Location.—On the Columbia River, between Interstate Bridge at Vancouver, 
Wash., 106.5 miles above the mouth, and The Dalles, Oreg., mile 190. 
Authorization.—1937 and 1946 River and Harbor Acts. 


Benefit-cost ratio —Not evaluated in project document. Project authorized 
for safe and practical deep-draft navigation. 


Summarized financial data (27-foot channel) 


| Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 

| estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost _- 


Estimated non-Federal cost: . 
Cash contribution. al eaten 
Other costs re 0 . 

Total estimated project cost. . } 5, 910, 000 | __ 

Appropriations to June 30, 1957 2, 934, 000 . 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_ - - 425, 000 | 

Appropriations to date__- 3, 359, 000 | 57 

Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1959- | 1, 000, 000 | 7 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 1, 551, 000 


' ' 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channel from Vancouver, Washington to Bonneville Dam: 
Length: 38.5 miles. 
Depth: 27 feet. 
Width: 300 feet to suitable alinement. 
Channel from Bonneville to The Dalles: 
Length: 45 miles. 
Depth: 27 feet. 
Width: 300 feet to suitable alinement. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958): 


Completion 

schedule 
Channel from Vancouver to Bonneville (75 percent complete). June 1960 
Channel from Bonneville to The Dalles (not started)__._..... May 1960 


JUSTIFICATION 


The 27-foot channel to The Dalles, together with improvement of the lower 
entrance to Bonneville ship canal, would enable deep-draft transportation to and 
from The Dalles, Oreg., 190 miles inland. Upstream water shipments would 
consist of petroleum products for inland markets, alumina to the Reynolds 
Metals Co. plant at Troutdale, and alumina and/or bauxite to the Harvey 
Aluminum plant at The Dalles, Oreg. Downstream shipments would consist 
of lumber, hardboard, naturally expanded shale, wheat, and fruit. The project 
is considered necessary in the interest of safety and is essential to practical navi- 
gation. Recent reports of local industry and organizations indicate immediately 
prospective movements of imported alumina requiring a deep-draft channel as 
well as other prospective commercial navigation movements. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1 million will be applied as 
follows: 





Continue rock removal above Bonneville +8 , a 
Engineering and design ‘ gone : 86, 700 
Supervision and administration os 85, 500 

Total tes awe 5 Bee aa ene Sree oe silos esis inns sac,” a 
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_ The funds requested are needed to provide deep-draft navigation on the Colum- 
bia River to The Dalles as soon as possible to meet the immediately prospective 
needs of industry. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS—-COLUMBIA RIVER BETWEEN VANCOUVER, WASH., 
AND THE DALLES, OREG. 


A small boat basin 8 feet deep has been completed at The Dalles at cost of 
$141,000. The entrance to Oregon Slough was completed September 1957 at a 
cost of $33,000 under the small authorized projects program. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS 


Uncompleted modifications include construction of the Camas-Washougal 
turning basin, Washington, construction of the Hood River small-boat basin, 
Oregon, and construction of the Bingen barge channel, Washington. The Camas- 
Washougal turning basin is estimated to cost $110,000. Planning and construc- 
tion have not started. The estimated cost of the Bingen barge channel is $179,000, 
planning and construction of which have not been started. The estimated cost 
of the Hood River small-boat basin is $476,000, planning and construction of 
which have not been started. 

Non-Federal costs (27-foot channel)—None required in connection with the 
27-foot channel. However, the ports of Camas-Washougal and The Dalles have 
constructed wharfs with lengths of 528 feet and 1,100 feet, respectively, which are 
suitable for oceangoing vessels. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required in connection with the 27-foot 
channel. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates (27-foot channel).—The current Federal 
cost estimate of $5,910,000 is an increase of $76,000 over the latest estimate 
($5,834,000) submitted to Congress. Reanalysis of the requirements for engineer- 
ing and design and supervision and administration, including provision for con- 
tribution to the retirement fund, increased the cost by $148,400. This increase 
was partially offset by a reduction of $72,400 in the contingencies for work for the 
improvement of the lower entrance to the Bonneville ship canal. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





i 


| Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature |Project cost; June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 





estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
| 
(1) | @) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Se ee ee eT eee 
| 
UNCOMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 
| 


Modification in River and Harbor Act of | 
Aug. 26, 1937 (H. C. D. 94/74) 27-foot | 
channel, Vancouver to Bonneville: | 

Completed work - --......-.-.--------- rien ee Ge TOPOS boo Ae Be peas 

Uncompleted work: | | 

Improvement to lower entrance to | 


Bonneville Ship Canal ----.....-- C0) ($40, 000)|  ($90,000)| ($826, 000) 
0 SS eS el ee | PME Gsser teenie sito Ea insect ; -| Tey do 772, 000 
Engineering and design... -_------| 999; 000: bose ac 7 37,7 ee 
Supervision and administration - __| eee 2, 300 5, 700 54, 000 
Modification in River and Harbor Act of | 
July 24, 1946 (H. D. 704/79) 27-foot 
ship channel, Bonneville to The Dalles__| (2,020, 000) |-......----- (103, 000)| (1, 102, 000) (815, 000) 
aE as wealth BG, GOs teint so ooatad ton 74, 000 1, 025, 800 766, 000 
Engineering and design --.._...--.-.----- | SEE Viniinnsd<semes 21, 200 | ED 2 cons inershaienaltiniche 
Supervision and administration - --_-.-- , 


10 G00 Tok ct. 2 7, 800 | 73, 800 | 49, 000 





Total applied costs (Federal funds | 
Ne an teat chip 5,910,000 | 2, 934, 000 143,000 | 1,192,000 | 1,641,000 
ed. ; as Ss ere eS ae Ese 5 








Total project cost (Federal funds | 





only). nid 5,910,000 | 2, 934, 000 143,000 | 1,192,000 | 1, 641, 000 
Pending adjustments. - -------- | | 
Total cost (Federal funds only)_.-_-_| 5, 910, 000 2, 934, 000 143, 000 1, 192,000 | 1,641,000 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959—Continued 


























| Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) i (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
-” —— i ciel a 
UNCOMPLETED MODIFICATIONS—continued | 
Cr CHIR inode dks cen sncd aca Se $282, 000 —$192, 000 —$90, 000 
Total obligations - ; ..| $2, 934, 000 425, 000 1, 000, 000 1, 551, 000 
Federal funds, method of financing: 
Appropriations____-- .---| 2,934, 000 425, 000 ickellipasi hs Mint ape scan 
Permanent transfers since July 1, Me et side hate Pika b acta chhdedieddawhss cok btecsae 
Unobligated carryover from priot IC Ucacichcsaogtictipedinitian siiclidia cadences wit hint dnd taiediaiad sin teas 
Total funds available for obligation__|__..........|_......--.-- 425, 000 


AOTC TERINON FOG OG sass hdd eg talks sh og 5) 50 Sega ~b a wee dwn ens 1, 000, 000 | 1, 551, 000° 


Mr. Kirwan. $425,000 was appropriated in the 1958 supplemental 
to begin construction on this project. What is the status of the work? 

Colonel Cuarx. Sir, there are three main parts of work involved: 
The removal of rock at Eagle Point and Cascade pon above 
Bonneville Dam, which will be advertised in June of this ye We 
did not get started early enough last year to get the work Sona betote 
the salmon season. 

Mr. Krewan. Why is deep-draft transportation in this area essen- 
tial at this time? 

Colonel Cuark. It was authorized some years ago and has been 
asked for by local interests very recently. 

Mr. Taser. Who are the local interests? 

Colonel CLiarK. Actually the people in the city of The Dalles, and 
more specifically, an aluminum plant up there. 

Mr. Kirwan. What are you doing on that work? 

Colonel Ciark. We are all ready to advertise the first two parts 
of the work above Bonneville Dam. The entrance to Bonneville 
lock which needs to be undertaken will be designed next year. 

Mr. Kirwan. But you are doing some work in getting it into shape 
now? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. The total cost is shown as $5,910,000. Does this 
include dredging the channel from Vancouver to Bonneville, which is 
being maintained only to a depth of 15 feet? 

Colonel Cxiark. Sir, this does not. That channel was dug to 27 
feet some years ago, and the restoration of that channel to 27 feet 
requires operation and maintenance money. 

Mr. Kirwan. And you are not doing any work on that? 

Colonel Ciarx. We did some work last year. 

Mr. Krrwan. Have you got any funds to do it now? 

Colonel Cuarx. We have some in the budget. 

Mr. Krrwan. And you are going to do some on it? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Will widening of the lock at Bonneville be required to 
accommodate boats using the 27-foot channel? 

Colonel Ciark. I do not believe so, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. What sort of traffic do you have on the river now 
between these two points—between Vancouver and The Dalles? 

Colonel CLarx. At the present time barge and tugboat traffic. 








cere: 


942 


EXISTING PROJECT 


Mr. Bouanp. Colonel, what is the depth of the channel from 
Vancouver to The Dalles now? 

Colonel CiarKx. About 15 feet. 

Mr. Bo.anp. It was built at 27 feet? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. It has been silted in? 

Colonel CiarKk. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BoLanp. What is to be the cost? 

Colonel CLarx. About $2% million. 

Mr. Bo.anp. So actually this is going to cost about $9 million now, 
is it not? 

Colonel CiarKx. Well, sir, that material which is in the channel in 
the Columbia will rest there or somewhere else. 

Mr. Botanp. It is going to run to $9 million. This was a project 
which was put in by the Senate last year, and agreed to then by the 
House, and we were told on the floor of the House by Members, of 
the relatively small amount that this project would cost, but there 
was no mention of any import concerning the dredging of the present 
channel from 15 feet to 27 feet, so actually this project is going to 
cost $9 million. 

PROSPECTIVE BENEFICIARIES 


Mr. Botanp. Essentially this is being deepened for the use of the 
Harvey Aluminum and the Reynolds Aluminum companies; there 
would not be any necessity for the deepening of that channel if it 
were not for these two companies, would there? 

Colonel Crark. I would hesitate to answer that. The Dallas 
Chamber of Commerce feels that they would get more. 

Mr. Botanp. Any chamber of commerce would say that, but the 
fact of the matter is the deepening of this channel to the 27 feet is 
being done primarily for the Harvey Aluminum and the Reynolds 
Aluminum companies. What other companies are there now that 
require 27-foot depth? 

Colonel CLarkx. None that I know of. 

Mr. Boxanp. None at all. So this is being done primarily for the 
Harvey Aluminum and the Reynolds Aluminum peopie? 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, the history is that there will be traffic. The 
major part of it will be Harvey Aluminum. No question about that. 

Mr. Boxanp. As a matter of fact, the material now being carried by 
barge can continue to be carried by the same barges since there are no 
other industries that require this depth at all; the other products 
are now being carried on this channel at its present depth of 15 feet 
from Vancouver to Bonneville and from there to The Dalles. What is 
the depth? 

Colonel Ciark. Actually, it is 27 feet, but the difficulty between 
Bonneville and The Dalles is in alinement and we need to eliminate the 
hazard in the present alinement in this reach. 

Mr. Botanp. How long has the Harvey plant been in operation? 

Colonel Ciark. I think it is just going into production now, so it is a 
fairly new plant. 
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Mr. Boxtanpb. And up until the time it came,into production, there 
was no necessity for a 27-foot channel? 

Colonel Cuiark. Sir, the local people had felt a 27-foot channel 
would attract grain going through The Dalles rather than going to 
Portland. 

Mr. Boxanp. I understand that. So if we had a channel cut across 
dry land from St. Louis to Sacramento, we could ship grain across on 
that, too. But the fact is we are doing this for these two companies, 
Harvey Aluminum and Reynolds Aluminum. 

That is all. 


TOTAL COST 


Mr. Macnuson. Did I understand you to say that the total cost 
of this project would be $9 million as Mr. Boland has stated? 

Colonel CLark. Sir, I tried not to say that figure represented the 
total. As shown here, it does not show that, and I did not want to 
challenge the gentleman. 

Mr. Bo.anp. I would like to have the accurate figures. 

Mr. Macnuson. This is my State. I will challenge it, and I would 
like to get the corps’ estimate. The figures Mr. Boland is using in- 
cluded the $3 million that was originally used for opening up the 
channel prior to last year, is that not right? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Magnuson. So he is including the sum that was used originally 
to open up this channel to 27 feet up as far as Bonneville? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MacGnuson. Yes. 

Mr. Botanp. I am including that figure, but what I would like to 
know is what it is going to cost now to dredge the channel from 15 
feet to 27 feet. 

Colonel CLark. We have that figure. It is going to cost about $2% 
million. 

Mr. Bouanp. Is that $2% million included in the costs that I am 
looking at in this justification? 

Colonel CLark. The $5,910,000 for the new work cost includes the 
original digging of the channel to Bonneville and the work from 
Bonneville to The Dalles. 

Mr. Bo.tanp. Does that include the $2 million to dredge it from 
15 feet to 27 feet? 

Colonel CLark. Not that. Under the way that the budget is set up, 
it is carried as maintenance money. 

Mr. Botanp. I know it is carried as maintenance money, but it is a 
cost to the taxpayers for the dredging of this channel from a depth of 
15 feet to a depth of 27 feet; is that not correct? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Why is that not a proper allocation to the cost for 
the entire job? 

Colonel CLark. Because the way this is made up, this is the new 
work. We have dredged part of it, but we neglected the maintenance 
for a good many years, and it has got to be made up. 

Mr. Botanp. You are going to spend $2,500,000 to increase the 
depth of this channel? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Botanp. And so you have got to include that in the total cost 
to get a proper picture of what this cost is. 

Colonel Cuark. Sir, next year suppose we finish this job, we will 
go on having this maintenance cost, and that would not be added 
back-as part of the new work cost. 

Mr. Botanp. Yes; but you are going to spend $2,500,000 to deepen 
the channel from 15 feet to 27 feet, are you not? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bouanp. And that $2,500,000 is not reflected in the $5,910,000, 
which the corps says is all that would be necessary to get this channel 
27 feet deep from Vancouver to The Dalles? 

Colonel Cuark. Sir, we say that the total cost for the new work 
from Vancouver into The Dalles is $5,910,000. If we had done our 
maintenance work each year, we would have put that same work in. 

Mr. Bouanp. I appreciate that, but the fact of the matter is that 
there was no maintenance on it, with the result that it silted up, and 
it is now only 15 feet deep. I do not think it is fair to other projects 
around the country to take $2,500,000 out of this project and put 
that in maintenance because, for practical purposes, this is a new 
channel of 27 feet. 

You have allowed it to silt up to 15 feet, and in order to get it 
back to the 27-foot depth, you have to dredge it out, and I think in 
fairness to the project, the $2,500,000 ought to be allocated to the 
total cost of the project, which would bring it up to $9 million. 


Mr. Taser. Does that $2% million appear in their maintenance 
funds? 

Mr. Bouanp. That is a good question. Does it? 

Mr. Taser. Does it or does it not? That is what I would like 
to know. 

Colonel Cuarx. As a total, sir? 

Mr. Taper. Does that $2% 


4% million appear in your maintenance 
setup that is here in the budget? 


Colonel Cirarx. We are asking this year for $500,000 for this 
particular project for maintenance work. 

Mr. Taser. Then you are figuring to have it drag along for 5 
years before you get it done? 

Colonel Crark. No, sir. We spent about $500,000 last year. We 
are asking for $500,000 this year, and we are trying to work it out 
that we finish the rock work at the same time we finish the mainte- 
nance work. 

Mr. Taser. And you have already had some money? 

Colonel Crark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. And you have one-half million dollars in here that 
does not show on this page? 

Colonel Ciarx. That is right. 

Mr. Maanuson. After dredging the river to a certain depth, as 
you did the Columbia from Vancouver to Bonneville, to 27 feet— 
normally, you would maintain that depth, would you not, with 
whatever maintenance was required? 

Colonel Crark. Yes, sir; that is true. 

Mr. Maaenuson. So when you neglected, as you have in this in- 
stance, the maintenance work, the day of reckoning is going to come 
inevitably when you have to spend all that money in a short period 
in order to restore the channel to the prescribed depth? 


— 
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Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. So while this looks like a big sum of $2% million 
that is going to be spent in how many years? 

Colonel CLiarx. About 4 years, sir. 


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 


Mr. Maanuson. It would not have looked so imposing if mainte- 
nance had been taken care of every year as you normally would do. 
Are you going to spend the $425,000 we appropriated last year in 
fiscal 1958? 

Colonel CLtarx. It has been spent. It was spent last fall. 

Mr. Maanuson. It has been spent? 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. 

I beg your pardon. I was still thinking of maintenance. No, sir; 
it has not. We will advertise the contract in May. I got tangled 
up with maintenance. 

No, sir; that contract will be advertised in May for the first two 
increments of the rock in Bonneville pool. 

Mr. Maanuson. So it will not be expended in fiscal 1958? 

Colonel Ciark. No, sir. 

Mr. Maanuson. But the contracts will be let? 

Colonel Ciarx. The contracts should be let probably early in 
June, sir. 

Mr. Macanuson. You say because of the fish-run interfering that 
you were unable to do the work before? 

Colonel Clark. We had to do investigation in the pool to determine 
the location and the extent of the rock and the type of work so that 
we could do the advertising and by the time that was done, the time 
when we could have the work done was past. 

We can only work in a few months between the fish runs; otherwise, 
the Fish and Wildlife people properly object. 

Mr. Maanuson. You are asking for this money this year? 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maanuson. Are you going to have the same problem? 

Colonel Cuark. No, sir. Most of it will go on the contracts that 
we are going to let this year. 

Mr. Maanuson. Well, the appropriation bill will go through at 
roughly the same time, since the fish runs interfered last year, why 
will they not interfere this year? 

Colonel CLarx. They will not go to work until about September, 
after their fish run is over. We will go to work then and probably 
finish it before the fish run starts. 

Mr. Maanuson. Last year you had certain investigation work to 


be done, and you could not start immediately after the funds became 
available? 


Colonel Ciarx. That is right. 
Mr. Maanuson. That. is all 


OBLIGATIONS 


Mr. Tarer. You have had appropriations down to date of 
$3,359,000, and of that $425,000 was in the current fiscal year’s budget. 


That means what? How much of that $3,359,000 has so far been 
obligated? 
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Colonel Ciark. Sir, it has all been obligated except as of the 30th 
of June this year, we will have $300,000 out of last year’s $425,000 
unobligated because of the lateness of the contract getting ready for 
this coming season. 

Mr. Taser. You do not have any contract at all up to the present 
time? 

Colonel Ctarx. Not at the present time; no, sir. 

Mr. Taser. When is the advertisement for bids, if there is one? 
When is that? 

Yolonel CLark. Sir, it is to be advertised in May. 

Mr. Taper. That means 30 days? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. That means right close around to the Ist of July before 
the bids would come in. 

Colonel CLiarx. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Now, the $2,934,000 that is shown up here has all been 
expended, is that right? 

Colonel Ciark. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Taser. That has been expended quite a while back, is that 
correct? 

Colonel CLark. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Taper. So that at the present time there is not any of the 
present appropriation under contract or obligated at the present time; 
everything that has been provided for prior to the 1958 appropriation 
has been exhausted? 

Colonel Ciarx. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Taser. What would the Government lose if we did not ap- 
propriate any more money for this project? We have not any con- 
tract with anybody, have we? 


Colonel Cuark. No, sir 


BENEFICIARIES 


Mr. Taser. Had it ever occurred to you that perhaps—I would 
like to call your attention to 2 or 3 lines in here, on page 29 of the 
justifications, ‘‘Estimated non-Federal costs,” that is “Contributions, 
nothing, other costs nothing’’——had those words ever occurred to you 
as interesting? This thing is for the benefit of these two aluminum 
outfits and is it possible that it never occurred to you that they would 
be interested enough in having this sort of thing to make cash con- 
tributions? 

Colonel Cuark. Sir, in cases of this kind, we must follow the 
authorizing document which in this case has no provision for cash 
contributions. 

Mr. Taser. You mean that you are not allowing them, or that 
you are not allowed to take contributions? 

Colonel Cuark. I think, sir, that there is authority for taking 
them, but with the authorizing document the way it is 

Mr. Taper. You thought that probably you would get by without 
any cash contributions, is that right? You know, those are the first 
figures that struck me when I opened the book to this page ‘‘No cash 
contributions from outside the Government.” 

Now, this lock up at Bonneville will not be widened or deepened as 
a result of this operation? 

Colonel CLark. No, sir. This project provides for correcting a 
very bad situation at the entrance to the lock where it comes around 
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a sharp rock point, and the safety of the navigation is really dependent 
on that modification. We have had that in mind for some time. 

Mr. Taser. That is something that might possibly have to be 
done? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir; we think it should be done. 

Mr. Taser. Regardless of the rest of the project? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir; we think it should be done. 

Mr. Taser. And that clearing out of that stuff that is gathered, 
you feel is quite an important thing? 

Colonel CLark. If they are to restore a 27-foot channel; yes, sir. 
It has to be removed then. 

Mr. Taser. What about its current operation? 

Colonel CLark. The effect on flow, sir? 

Mr. Taper. No, the effect on your current navigation, boats that 
actually go up through the lock now. 

Colonel CLarKx. Very few of those are affected now. In other 
words, the navigation has adapted itself to the lack of channel which 
above The Dalles is about 9 feet. 

Mr. Taser. I think that is about all I have. 

Mr. Krrwan. Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. MacGnuson. Colonel, the authorizing act in this case actually 


does not authorize you to require cash contributions from anyone; is 
that right? 


Colonel CLtarx. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Magnuson. And in such a case, you would not expect anyone 
to volunteer cash contributions, would you? 

Colonel CLarx. | have never had it happen, sir. 

Mr. Macnuson. When this channel is deepened, other shippers 
besides the Harvey Aluminum Co. are going to benefit, are they not? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir; I think so. 

Mr. Maenuson. Is there any precedent for the Army engineers 
singling out one company, which in this case, will admittedly receive 
the greatest benefit, and attempting to impose charges against it for 
the channel and navigation improvement, which inevitably is going 
to benefit all the shippers on the river? 

Colonel CLarkx. May we go off the record a minute? 

Mr. Krrwan. Yes. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Maanuson. My question was, Is there a precedent for extract- 
ing a payment from the initial primary beneficiary? 

Colonel Ciark. I do not know of any, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. Providing such facilities for navigation historically 
is the responsibility of the Federal Government, is it not? 

Colonel Ciark. That is correct. 

Mr. Maanuson. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bunce. Colonel, with reference to this legend, there is only one 
aluminum company and one aluminum plant, is there not? 

Colonel CLARK. Yes, sir; I think the other one is further down the 
river. 

Mr. Bunce. The only one, the only aluminum plant, that would 
be benefited by this would be the Harvey plant at The Dalles? 

Colonel Cuark. I think that is correct, sir. 


Mr. Bunge. How long ago was this dredging project of the Corps 
reactivated? 
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Colonel Ciarx. Reactivated, sir? 

Mr. Bunge. Yes, sir. 

Colonel CLark. Last year. There was one budget item last year. 

Mr. Bupae. As a matter of fact, at the time that it was reactivated, 
the Harvey aluminum plant was well under construction, was it not? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir; well under construction. 

Mr. Bunce. In other words, Harvey Aluminum Co. was not 
depending upon this dredging project when they started construction 
on the aluminum plant, were they? 

Colonel Cuark. No, sir; I do not believe so. I think you are 
correct, sir. 

Mr. Buper. How long will it take to finish your project? 

Colonel Cuiark. Sir, we do this work, the rock work this summer, 
this coming work season, and the work in the entrance of the Bonne- 
ville lock the following year—I am not yet sure of the exact extent of 
that; so it would be possibly fiscal year 1960 and possibly fiscal year 
1961. 

Mr. Bunge. So it would be, or will be about 18 months hence? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. And I believe you said a few minutes ago that that 
Harvey plant was about to get into production; is that right? 

Colonel Ciarx. Yes; I think it is about to get into production. 
Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buneer. It is quite obvious then that they will not have the 
benefit of this deeper channel for the first at least 18 to 30 months of 
their operation? 

Colonel Ciark. I think that is correct, sir. 

Mr. BupGe. Does this dredging benefit any upstream shipping 
such as the wheat or this limestone? 

Colonel Cuark. Sir, it conceivably could very well. I think The 
Dalles expects that they will benefit by being able to accommodate 
deep-draft vessels, vessels going to sea down the Columbia. 

Mr. Bunge. But, of course, that could not happen until the four 
projects are completed so that until the navigation up to Lewiston is 
completed, that could not happen? 

Colonel Cuiark. It could not happen in any material amount on 
the Snake, but there is a fair amount of traffic already from the 
vicinity of the McNary pool in spite of the fact that the channel is 
not too deep. 

Mr. BupGe. What is the deepest draft of those vessels? 

Colonel Cuark. The depth over the sill of the Dalles lock is about 
15 feet. The vessels vary. We have had a few that were 16 feet, but 
the great number of them are on the order of 9 to 12—in that range. 

Mr. Bupee. Are you speaking now of above or below The Dalles? 

Colonel] CLtarx. Above The Dalles. 

Mr. Bunce. That largest one with a draft of 16 feet, what kind 
of cargo are they carrying? 

Colonel Cxiark. Sir, I do not know. The material that comes there 
is basically petroleum moving both ways; fertilizer moving up generally 
and a good deal of wheat moving down. 

I just looked at the list of the vessel passages and found a record 
of a draft of 16 feet. I have no idea what those vessels were carrying, 
sir. 
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Mr. Bunge. This goal of the people of The Dalles could also be 
achieved by transshipment at Bonneville or Portland, could it not? 
Colonel CLark. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Bunce. I wonder what reason would you have to think that 


the Harvey Aluminum is going to depend upon this type of trans- 
portation. 


Colonel Ciark. They have so stated to the local people, sir. 

Mr. Bunce. In other words, through the Dalles Chamber of 
Commerce. Do you have any commitment from the Harvey Alu- 
minum Co. or any of its people that it will use this waterway once it is 
available? 


Colonel CLarkx. We have a statement from them, but whether it 
was sent direct to my office or through the local chamber of commerce, 
I cannot say, but it was a statement from the Harvey Aluminum Co. 

Mr. Kirwan. We will place that in the record. 

(The above-mentioned statement follows:) 


The 27-foot channel to The Dalles, together with improvement of the lower 
entrance to Bonneville ship canal, would enable deep-draft transportation to 
and from The Dalles, Oreg., 190 miles inland. Upstream water shipments would 
consist of petroleum products for inland markets, alumina to the Reynolds Metals 
Co. plant.at Troutdale, and alumina and/or bauxite to the Harvey aluminum 
plant at The Dalles, Oreg. Downstream shipments would consist of lumber, 
hardboard, naturally expanded shale, wheat, and fruit. 

The Columbia River Development Association estimates that transportation 
savings on a present potential annual tonnage of 1,880,438 tons shipped by deep- 
draft vessels would amount to $2,786,048. It further estimates that the possible 
deep-draft commerce would amount to 3,520,000 tons per year by 1975, and that, 
based on an average savings of $1,481 per ton, the total possible savings aceruing 
to the 27-foot project would amount to $5,213,268 per year. The increase in 
potential tonnage from 1954 to 1975 consists to a large extent on the annual 
import of over 1 million tons of bauxite. 

The following statement was made by the Harvey Aluminum Co. at the 
Columbia Basin “308” hearings held in Portland, Oreg., on July 13, 1956: 

“As a result of Harvey Aluminum’s extensive development program in the 
Dalles area, firm requirements for maritime transport to The Dalles and out of 
The Dalles will begin in 1957 at a rate of 270,000 tons per year. This tonnage 
will require round trip movements for 18 ocean going vessels. By 1958, total 
tonnage will have moved upward to an annual rate of 340,000 tons, requiring 
24 round trip charters. As early as 1960, if power is available, this traffic will reach 
680,000 tons with the doubling of aluminum reduction capacity (48 round trip 
charters) and finally the eventual construction of an alumina plant starting in 
1961 will result in an in-and-out movement of material of approximately 1,200,000 
tons per vear (80 round trip charters). 

“These estimates do not include any outgoing tonnage of finished material 
related to the rolling mill to be built in The Dalles and other metal fabrication 
facilities which are expected to be attracted to the area as the result of Harvey 
Aluminum’s operations.” 


Colonel Cuark. As I say, sir, I am not sure whether it came direct 
by way of Harvey or through other agencies, but that beginning in 
1958, 340,000 tons will be shipped to The Dallesa year. It would take 
24 round trips by deep draft. 

Mr. Bunce. Of aluminum? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir; and if adequate, it will increase to 680,000 
tons in 1960 and 1,200,000 tons in 1961. 

Mr. Bupar. Does Harvey Aluminum Co. ‘state to you that this 
shipment will be a savings to them? 

Colonel Cuarx. I do not know whether that is in the letter. It 
seems to me though that if they transshipped—in other words, they 


transshipped once and then directly at the plant—it would be cheaper 
to them. 
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Mr. Bupen. I would assume that it would be too; but it seems to 
me we ought to know how much if we are building a project for 1 
company and 1 plant. We ought to kaow whether it is actually going 
to serve that company and save it any money or whether or not they 
are actually going to use it. 

Maybe we should seek some kind of a contribution. The Govern- 
ment is not exactly an eleemosynary institution. 


MAINTENANCE COSTS 


On this question of the money that would have been expended each 
year here to keep the channel at its original depth, obviously, with 
the Harvey Aluminum Co. not being in operation, you would not 
have spent the $500,000 if you had it, would you? 

Colonel Ciarx. There being no traffic using the channel, I would 
probably not have. 

Mr. Bupece. How much will it cost to maintain this end of it after 
it is constructed? 

Colonel Ciarx. May I supply that for the record, sir? I have the 
figure, but it is not readily available at the moment. 

Mr. Bunce. Allright. That seems to me to be a rather important 
figure because I assume that it is totally nonreimbursable to the 
Government is it not? 

Colonel Crarx. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bunee. If we are building a project that the Government has 
to maintain indefinitely, I think we ought to know the figure that it 
is going to cost the Government each year. 

Colonel Crark. Sir, there is another problem there that I think 
should be considered, that when the material moves in such an area, 
maintaining a 15-foot channel also costs a fair amount of money. 

It does not cost as much as a 27-foot channel, of course, because 
there would be side slope problems, and that sort of thing, not as much 
as 27 feet, but some. 

Mr. Bunce. What is the reason you had for maintaining it at 15 
feet instead of the 27 feet? 

Colonel CLark. It seemed to be adequate until they came in and 
asked that we dig out the already authorized 27 feet. 

Mr. Buper. If you would get those figures, I would like to have 
them. 

Colonel Cuark. Yes. 

(The following information was furnished later :) 

It is estimated that the annual maintenance cost of the channel Vancouver, 


Wash., to The Dalles, Oreg., will be about $500,000 per vear after the channel is 
stabilized. 


Mr. Krrwan. We will adjourn until tomorrow at 10. 
WEDNESDAY, AprRIL 23, 1958. 
MULTNOMAH COUNTY DRAINAGE DISTRICT NO. 1, OREGON 


Mr. Cannon. Continuing the inquiry on the Columbia Basin, the 
request here is for $600,000 for Multnomah County Drainage District 
No. 1. Please insert pages 34a through 39 in the record at this point. 

(The pages are as follows:) 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


MvuttnoMan County DrainaGe District No. 1, OREGON—IMPROVEMENT TO 
ExistING Works, Lower CotumBia River, CotumBia River Basin, Wasn. 
AND OREG. 

(Continuing) 


Maer CUUINED,. q nc 2 idan «05 tididn adie <b wend. Janeitess $600, 000 
Revised estimate , 5 _..... 600, 000 








Increase in budget estimate_ ipa Sigharaid ke dae. 3 es are need 0 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
| 1959 budget | Revised Increase 
| | estimate 
Complete strengthening of main levee ($269,200—$150,000)_____| $119, 200 | $119, 200 | 0 
Initiate construction of pumping plant___- nice 417, 800 | 417, 800 | 0 
Engineering and design . | 8, 000 | 8, 000 | 0 
Supervision and administration_- -| 55, 000 | 55, 000 | 0 
|-—_—-_--—_—_-_——_ ——EE ——- —|-~ ee 
Total. ‘ . — i aes 600, 000 600, 000 | 0 


Revised completion schedule 


| 


1959 budget | Revised esti- 
| mate 
Be uid : ea cicentinestentstigea eel dt eat rere sie } 


| 
Entire project. . so z | May 1960 


__..| May 1960. 


Location.—In the northern part of Multnomah County, Oreg., extending along 
the left bank of the Columbia River from river miles 108.2 to 119.0, and adjacent 
to the city of Portland, Oreg. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—4.35 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost : 7 : 7 .| $1,740,000 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - - -- J | DE BU Bacco iieirecidainleeintb’ 
Cash contributions. None | 
Other costs ; TN 147, 100 |_. 
Total estimated project cost. - ; | 1, 887, 100 | ; 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957- -| 43, 000 | 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1958 _ - : = 500, 000 | __ cones 
Appropriations to date_ _- L ; a | 543, 000 32 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1959_- 600, 000 | 67 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959____. ieee anes : inte’ 597, 000 Mt 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Reinforce 14,600 linear feet of existing levees. 
Toe drains, 19,600 linear feet along existing levees. 
Cross levees: 
1 with total length of 4,000 feet. 
Height, + 41.2 feet, mean sea level. 
Top width, 12 feet. 
Side slopes, 1 on 4. 
Pumping plant: 1. 
Status (January 1, 1958): 
Design memorandum completed. 
Construction has not been initiated. 
Completion schedule: Entire project, May 1960. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The existing levee affords inadequate protection to an area of 8,417 acres which 
includes about 4,635 acres of highly developed farmland. The total population 
of the district is estimated to be about 3,000 people, of which 2,000 live in suburban 
residential areas located along the inland border. Throughout the district, 
there are several valuable land developments. The most important is the Port- 
land International Airport which, together with the active military airbase, 
covers approximately 2,000 acres near the west end of the district and is valued 
at $22 million. The airport serves all the western airlines and transoceanic 
flights, in addition to being used as a training and flight base for military aircraft. 
A new runway has been constructed recently to serve the largest commercial planes 
now in use. Industry is represented by several small, but active, enterprises, 
the most important being in the food-processing and construction fields. Addi- 
tional developments in the area include Blue Lake Park and two well-developed 
golf courses which serve the recreational needs of a large number of people, both 
from within the district and from population centers in the general vicinity. The 
total value of the district is conservatively estimated at $39 million. 

The existing levee along Multnomah District has certain inherent weaknesses 
which increase the danger of failure and add to the difficulty and cost of flood 
fight operations. A break in the protecting levees at the pumphouse occurred 
during the 1948 flood on Columbia River, inundated the entire district for 28 days, 
and caused damages appraised at $8,645,000. 


Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $600,000, together with carryover 
of $150,000, will be applied to: 


Complete strengthening of main levee_-________.------------------- $269, 200 





Initiate construction of pumping plant..-__...............-..----.-. 417, 800 
ee i en nk ce cc dewow ne eweeua « 8, 000 
ee We EE ACEMRUIIOTGAON. 8. 8 8 i cee e een sen 55, 000 

iE & weed 5 cba. 2 teed io hs dake Gonna) odeo- 750, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated as follows: 





Ss, 2 Ln os Cc adawne tne SMa eanee dam dat . $67, 700 
Drainage facilities______-_- ee EA ee aR ee PE AE Ce une 36, 700 
IRR c= BE Sh i a eine aac ww nwak wee Mid 1, 600 
SE ee ee Te ee ee ae ae ee ... 23;600 
ne ae, EE ciate ahpis < ee 

a tS. os Sb aie ea ne nwelenkae sou 147, 100 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost of maintenance and operation is estimated at $8,100. 

Status of local cooperation.—Multnomah County Drainage District No. 1 is 
incorporated under the laws of the State of Oregon and has an active maintenance 
program. By letter dated July 20, 1956, the district stated that all requirements 
of local cooperation would be met. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,740,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. However, 
adjustments have been made between individual features based on further de- 
tailed design studies. Addition of a pumping plant increased the cost $430,300, 
which was offset by elimination of a cross levee and other minor adjustments. 


I 


ne 





ee 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 









































Feature Project cost} June 30, | fistal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
i — eee ee eee eee eee 
TOG edie 2. ES ind dnnbastbeemekses re “oo bert oh Sept $288, 000 $269, 200 $499, 100 
I A i ia hii Diesen och tind GE Bash bo Sete cess ratienemacenel 371, 800 58, 500 
Engineering and design ____ Picaeugeie 89, 100 $39, 600 37, 400 | 8, 000 4, 100 
Supervision and administration___________ 134, 300 1, 600 26, 400 51, 000 55, 300 
Total applied cost Hatch anes funds 
oro or ening iva a. chin cana 1, 710, 000 41, 200 351, 800 700, 000 617, 000 
Undistributed cost..._......__..-_....-__- onadtudetiiee Kd Lita sictbeohdedecans aes 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
ct cicet sate eaceiaiciites acca kero deees 1, 710, 000 41, 200 351, 800 700, 000 617, 000 
Pending adjustments_____- eoShcoih is salute weeudues wot dc st Lee eTeaioks can 5 oe ee cee 
Total cost —— funds susade 1, 710, 000 41, 200 351, 800 | 700, 000 617, 000 
Undelivered orders_. a ae sal det on cape eae ene 50, 000 — 50, 0CO 
Total obligations. ___......____. elaine etn t 41, 200 351, 800 750, 000 7, 000 
FEDERAL FUNDS " watt + 
Method of financing: 
IIS, ini sich ttniinnatisia sit heiidians cal lity dina palit 43, 000 eR cnticticnsntpiniedatintntondant 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_|____- anal a ae hatte 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_|....._.___._}........--- 1, 800 | OE OOP 
Total funds available for obligation__|__- setae ae, ob 501, 800 |__- Pei i ok 
I TOR opcode 3 deerihie lacie nanethelicapemcdtpaahtineeeaese 600, 000 7, 000 





(The following are answers to questions as requested by Mr. 
Fenton:) 


MvuttTnoMAaH County DratnaGe District No. 1 


Question. What general level of streamflow is this, and other similar local 
protection projects on the lower Columbia River, being designed and constructed 
for? Is it 940,000 cubic feet per second? 

Answer. The levees protecting Multnomah Drainage District No. 1 and most 
other similar areas along the lower Columbia River upstream from river mile 32 
are being designed to protect against a flow of 940,000 cubic feet per second at 
The Dalles. This flow represents the estimated discharge from a flood having a 
frequency of occurrence of once in 50 years as would be regulated by reservoirs 
which are presently existing or are under construction. 

For areas primarily of an agricultural nature which are located downstream 
from river mile 32, the December 1933 flood and tidal conditions govern the levee 
design. 

Question. Will you furnish a general description of existing local flood pro- 
tection projects and those under construction on the lower Columbia, indicating 
the flood protection to be afforded and the freeboard to be provided above such 
flood level? Indicate present conditions and proposed modification under existing 
authorization. 

Answer. The 1950 act authorized the construction of new and the rehabilita- 
tion of existing protective works to a total of 34 drainage districts located in the 
flood plain of the lower Columbia Basin. The authorized work consists of new 
levees at 6 locations and improvement to existing works at 28 locations. The 
work consists primarily of levees, pumping plants, and improvement of interior 
drainage. One improvement project, Sandy Drainage District, has been com- 
pleted by local interests and the Multnomah Drainage Distriet No. 1 is presently 
under construction. No work has been undertaken on other units. he areas 
will be protected in accordance with criteria set forth above. In urban areas, 
3 feet of freeboard will generally be provided with the possible exception for 
short lengths such as access roads to docks or homes which can be sandbagged 
readily. For agricultural areas, 3 feet of freeboard will be provided unless serious 
complications develop in connection with raising roads or other improvements 
in which case the minimum freeboard will be reduced to not less than 2 feet. 
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Experience during the 1948 and 1956 floods indicated that existing levees are 
susceptible to failure during high stages due to imposition of severe pressures 
to the point that foundations are often overtaxed under such conditions. The 
foundation consists of stratified alluvial deposits in which there is extreme varia- 
ation in permeability. It is highly desirable that the present levee system 
assure protection for the enclosed areas because of the continued increase in 
a a and the continued development of both agriculture and industry. 

or the 28 levee districts, where improvements are authorized, such improve- 
ments will consist primarily of levee reinforcement and provision of drainage 
facilities with minor raising and extensions. It is recognized that there is an 
inherent risk in unknown foundation conditions and the design of the levee 
improvements to protect against 940,000 cubic feet per second represents a com- 
promise between future storage and feasible levee heights. The levee reinforce- 
ment and drainage facilities proposed to protect against a 50-year flood are con- 
sidered engineeringly sound and reasonably safe for such a flood based on 
experience gained from recent floods of the same order of magnitude. On the 
other hand, some risk is involved in the proposed design due to unknown founda- 
tion conditions but such risk will be reduced as future upstream storage is provided. 

Question. Along this same line, is not the proposed objective of the com- 
prehensive Columbia River development plan to provide reservoir storage 
sufficient to control the largest flood of reeord to a stream flow of 800,000 cubic 
feet per second at The Dalles? Is there not a certain amount of overlap between 
these two proposals? 

Answer. The objective of the flood control plan in HD 531 was to control by 
reservoirs the largest flood of record at The Dalles to 800,000 cubic feet per second 
by upstream storage. At the present time, the reseryoir storage, already built 
and under construction, is only sufficient to control the flood of record at The 
Dalles to 1,030,000 cubic feet per second. The number of years until the flood 
control storage will be sufficient to reduce the flood of record to 800,000 cubic 
feet per second is problematical. Design of the levees to 940,000 cubic feet per 
second represents a compromise between future storage and feasible levee heights 
considering foundation conditions and other factors. It is also to be noted that 
whereas the objective of the flood control plan in HD 531 was to control the 
largest flood of record to 800,000 cubic feet per second at The Dalles, there is 
the possibility that under certain climatic conditions, a flood of greater proportions 
could occur. 

Question. Who constructed the existing levees on this project? 

Answer. The original levees were constructed by local interests. Some supple- 
mental strengthening has been done by the Corps of Engineers. 

Question. Are there any existing pumping plants? Who constructed them? 

Answer. During the period 1919-21, local interests installed the main pump- 
ing plant with a capacity of 60,000 gallons per minute on Columbia Slough. 
During the same period, they constructed five 5- by 5-foot tideboxes with wooden 
gates. In addition, five auxiliary pumping plants were distributed over the 
interior of the district. Following the 1948 flood, the Corps of Engineers con- 
structed a new pumping plant, installing three pumps and replacing the original 
set of tideboxes with a 5-barrel 66-inch-diameter corrugated metal-type tidebox. 

Question. Why should not the district construct the pumping plant now in- 
eluded in this project? 

Answer. One of the problems involved in the pianning and design of local 
flood protection works is the handling of interior drainage. The water that 
originates in the protected area or flows into it from the surrounding area, as 
well as the flow of seepage, may be blocked by levees and floodwall construction. 
Provision for handling such interior drainage either by sump or ponding areas, 
or by pumping. are considered to be an integral part of the flood protection 
works and are included in the plan of improvement. Local interests are re- 
sponsible for bringing interior drainage to the line of the levee or floodwall pro- 
tection. However, the Federal Government normally assumes the responsibility 
for construction of pumping capacity, modified by economical ponding, for 
interior drainage in urban areas. 

Question. What benefits are to be achieved by the pumping plant addition? 

Answer. Existing pumping capacity is considered to be inadequate in con- 
sideration of present development of the drainage district and the tributary 
area. A storm in December 1955, which is estimated to have a frequency of 
occurrence of once every 3 years, taxed the existing pumping plant with its 
existing 135,000 gallons per minute capacity. Construction of 130,000 gallons 
per minute additional pumping capacity is needed to handle the runoff due to a 
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storm of an expected frequency of once in every 10 years under foreseeable develop- 
ment conditions. Because hydrologic studies indicate that 44 percent of the 
runoff which enters or is generated within the district, does so east of 142d Avenue, 
it is considered that more efficient pumping can be effected by placing the addi- 


tional facilities east of 142d Avenue rather than by enlarging the existing pump- 
ing plant. 


Question. Will the district pay for operating and maintaining this pumping 
plant? 


Answer. The flood control district is responsible for the operation and main- 


tenance of the project, including the pumping plant, upon completion in accord- 
ance with the terms of the authorizing legislation. 


WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN, OREG. 


Mr. Cannon. We will proceed to the Willamette River Basin, Oreg., 
for bank protection in the amount of $500,000. Will you please 
insert pages 40a through 46 for the record, inclusive. 

(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Prosect: WILLAMETTE River Basin, OrEG.—BANK PROTECTION 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate-_------ -- D pias cada ca or oro atsecien lh eanae es ae eden anal oa $300, 000 
Revised estimate __- Veta eda nec eaaaeiies Gees feeeaee eee 500, 000 
Increase in budget estimate__________-_-__- ais is Seat aeee re thee lane evan . 200, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget | Revised Increase 











estimate | 
Willamette River and Middle Fork Willamette: 
Complete Gavette location and Harper Bend location, 
and initiate construction at location A--_..........__--- $99, 000 | $99, 000 0 
Complete location A and construct Foster location__._....}.............- j 123, 400 $123, 400 
Coast Fork Willamette River: Initiate construction at Goshen | | 
location Mac Saut oS ; pee Rae tient mien ‘ 12, 600 12, 600 
McKenzie River: Complete construction at Armitage loca- | 
tion, Leaburg Dam location, Conley Place, and Myers- 
Eyler location £2 eae carel wtegt baci itind iets 90, 000 90, 000 0 
Santiam River: | 
Complete Barclay location and initiate construction at 
McCormick location _. 5 sha aie tess wakes 56, 000 | 56, 000 0 
Construct Hayes location __-- ? ; 5 het oa ice cheat ie 28, 000 28, 000 
Engineering and design_. acoale eiabiie tac takes momen 30, 000 50, 000 | 20, 000 
Supervision and administration __-- 25, 000 | 41, 000 16, 000 
; 
T otal . . ~s sini ‘ a 300, 000 | 500, 000 | 200, 000 








Revised completion schedule 
Entire project: 
1959 budget: Fiscal year 1967 
Revised estimate: Fiscal year 1967 


Location.—Along the banks of the Willamette River from New Era to a point 
above Eugene at the confluence of the Middle Fork of the Willamette and the 
Coast Fork, a distance of 152 miles, and along 287 river miles of the lower reaches 
of nine of the major tributaries. These tributaries are the Coast Fork of the 
Willamette River, Row River, Middle Fork of Willamette River, McKenzie River, 
Calapooya River, Santiam River, Molalla River, Pudding River, and the Clacka- 
mas River. 

Authorization.—1936, 1938, and 1950 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—The benefit-to-cost ratio of those locations proposed for 
fiscal year 1959 is estimated at 1.5 to 1. 
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956 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost--_- Sa habeas Sulithig alent oi tna 4 hieiieaiall cilaices CDGM Duals incitement 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - - To cad ae ae 5 eet 260, 000 r 
Cash contribution. __- th. Se See. Ruki 0 
Other costs ___- le 8 siee bin hands mcd bindee Woihd oda ee eehaweEe' 6 260, 000 | _- eae 
i ire as nin a chied adbokémintinionnsocndt Sioa 12, 060, 000 |........... 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957. Cian s wae eNGn atte paeseaaiete 6, 302. 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1056... ..................-.---.-.--..- 22 .-- MEE Ti wis occctane 
Appropriations to date - - - _- Si init is arid taba abeadteaatiaameidee 6, 752, 000 57 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1959_.._...._.__------..-.---.-.--- 300, 000 59 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959___.__...__.....-.-_-- te 4, 748, 000 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Bank stabilization—The plan of improvement provides for clearing; sloping, 
and revetting river banks, construction of pile and timber bulkheads and drift 
barriers, and minor channel improvements. Individual locations vary in length 
from 300 to 6,000 feet and in height from 5 to 40 feet. Materials used in stabilizing 
the slope include local gravels, gravels bound with asphalt or cement sand, and 
quarry stone. 

STATUS (JANUARY 1, 1953) 


Bank Stabilization: 292,939 linear feet completed to date at 125 locations. At 
the end of fiseal year 1958 the project will be 57 percent complete. Completion 
is scheduled for fiseal year 1967. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Continuation of the bank protection program at critical locations is essential 
in the prevention of erosion of river banks‘and flooding of highly developed urban 
and agricultural areas. The river banks along the main stream and lower 
reaches of its tributaries are composed of deep alluvial soils disposed to erode 
with streamflows approaching bankfull. Construction of bank protection works 
on the main stream provides channel stabilization, thereby securing a measure of 
flood control through increased carrying capacity of the channel. 

This project is an integral part of the comprehensive plan for flood control and 
other purposes in the Willamette River Basin. Control by reservoirs or levees 
will not be adequate to protect these banks as erosion takes place below bankfull 
stage. Prolonged periods of near bankfull flow, which will be a normal condition 
during reservoir releases following floods, will result in additional bank erosion. 
Such erosion is a continuing process; the material erodes from one bank forming 
a bar downstream and causing streamflow against the opposite bank at that point, 
resulting in additional erosion. This erosion destroys productive farmlands, 
roads, bridges, and other improvements. If erosion is allowed to continue, 
avulsions through low overflow channels will destroy valuable property and cut 
off extensive areas from their normal access to roads and markets and require 
construction of new roads and bridges. The agricultural development of the 
Willamette River Basin has been most phenomenal in recent years. The tre- 
mendous increase’ in population of the Willamette Valley has resulted in sub- 
division of many tracts and the smaller units are more intensively cultivated. 
Continuation of the bank-protection program is necessary to avoid substantial 
loss because of the irreplaceable destruction of the valley’s most fertile land. 
Continued unchecked erosion at such locations not only increases the cost of 
corrective work but adversely affects downstream locations and channel capacities. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $300,000 will be applied to com- 
plete the locations on which construction will be initiated late in fiscal year 1958, 
and initiate work at locations tentatively selected, as follows: 
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Willamette River and Middle Fork Willamette—Complete Gavette loca- 
tion» and Harper Bend locations, and initiate construction at 


louie A~ - s 2 oo os ee ee ree oe eaaecae $99, 000 

McKenzie River—Complete construction at Armitage location, Leaburg 
Dam location, Conley Place, and Myers-Eyler location____________- 90, 000 

Santiam River—Complete Barclay location and initiate construction at 
SS, SOC ee nee. ee ee 56, 000 
Tiinierens. Meet Gating: fs Sts Bee a oe Ee ee 30, 000 
Supervision and administration... ... . = 2i8os0 ek os See eet 25, 000 
ROU oo se ae os eae Se Ee Le aoe bee 300, 000 


Construction of needed bank stabilization will reduce the number of locations 
of very active bank erosion and eliminate the formation of downstream bars that 
deflect the stream toward the banks and cause critical erosion at new locations. 
By stabilizing the banks, depositions in downstream’channels are reduced and 
channel capacities are less impaired. The amount of $300,000 requested for fiscal 
year 1959 is required for continuation of the bank protection program at a mini- 
mum rate. 

Non-Federal costs.—-For work authorized under the 1936 and 1938 Flood Con- 
trol Acts, the Federal Government is responsible for obtaining the necessary 
rights-of-way and for maintaining the improvements upon completion. How- 
ever, local interests are responsible for these items for locations authorized under 
terms of the 1950 Flood Control Act. The estimated costs to local interests for 
rights-of-way is $260,000 and the estimated cost to local interests for annual 
maintenance is $78,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Willamette River Basin, Oreg., bank protection 
project is a composite of many locations on the main Willamette River and its 
major tributaries. There is no control body with authority to give local assur- 
ances for the project as a whole. Assurances and rights-of-way are furnished by 
individual sponsoring agencies. Work begun in fiscal year 1958 at 7 locations 
will be completed and work initiated at 2 areas in fiscal year 1959. Informal 
assurances of local cooperation have been received from 8 of these areas. Assur- 
ances have been requested from another whicl-is in the process of being organized. 
Work at each location is not advertised until local interests furnish rights-of-way 
and formal assurance that other items of local cooperation will be met. No 
difficulties in obtaining required assurances are expected. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$11,800,000 reflects an increase of $200,000 over the latest estimate ($11,600,000) 
submitted to Congress. The increase of $200,000 is due to higher price levels 
applied to the uncompleted work and provision for contribution to retirement 
fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 




















| 
Total to | Current | Budget fis-} Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate | 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) | (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Bank stabilization-_-- - eee $9, 590, 000 | $4, 914, 80€ $424, 000 $225, 000 | $4, 026, 200 
Willamette and Middle Fork Rivers__| (6, 680,000)! (3,206,700)|} (137, 100) (99, 000)} (3, 237, 200) 
Coast Fork... (200, 000)} (102, 500)) (20, 600) |... _. (76, 900) 
Row River-. ‘ iin (35, 000) | . _. bs (35, 000) 
McKenzie River- - -. } (640, 000) | (407, 900) | (107, 400) | (90, 000) (34, 700) 
Calapooya River - 4 : (130, 000) | (47, 100) | = ase od (82, 900) 
Santiam River -.- -- . _.| (1, 280,000)| (893, 100)} (158, 900) (36, 000) (192, 000) 
Pudding River- -- i ve (55, 000) | ..- is sire dagen ot pain (55, 000) 
Molalla River ; natabe (380, 000) (223, 600) hae lone (156, 400) 
Clackamas River- - | (190, 000) | (33, 900)}.......-..- aut (156, 100) 
Engineering and design__- a dea aes il 940, 000 | 622, 800 45, 000 | 30, 000 | 242, 200 
Supervision and administration-..-. - ; 1, 270, 000 710, 400 35, 400 | 25, 000 499, 200 
Total applied costs (Federal funds | 
only). w------------+---------| 11, 800,000 | 6, 248,000 504, 400 | 280,000 | 4,767, 600 
Undistributed cost ........-...-.-.----- aes leds Sed Sos ee cs 
dots 
Total project cost (Federal funds | | 
only)... ..------.-«-| 11, 800, 000-| 6,248,000 | 504, 400 280, 000°| 4, 767, 600 
Potahisne WE MIGMROMES,: -. 25 in nos 2 55 bp ens thee sos. nas] -| a3 , , é 
Total cost (Federal funds only)...-.-| 11, 800,000 | 6, 248, 000 504, 400 280,000 | 4, 767, 600 
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Summary construction program (PB-1) fiscal yearf 1958 and 1959—Continund 


























Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
ee — _ —| a e+ =] SH - -} — 
Undelivered orders__........-..... wecucfecsea-ccae--] 947,900] ‘947,200 $20,000 | —$20,000 
Total obligations. _____- poke __._....| 6,295,200} 457,200 | 300,000 | 4, 747, 600 
Federal funds, method of financing: br 
Appropriations. ae 5 eke Rael 6, 302, 400 Bl ccnxecuss~ leas 
Permanent transfers prior to July 1, 
RIES 200 iss OS. ds ddd ofc ods enh walle bdsbeuaskee hans Sc bb oeesk . teat dessn . 
Unobligated carryover from prior year. waennenhhstacaianennsiin I tahoe see stietominaael 
Total funds available for he aren Sena tae atbee toed 457, 200 





Appropriations required_- obtneeecthselacrasngengodnacreeasihain pedenennntnel 300, 000 | 4, 747, 600 





LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. Colonel Clark, we would be glad if you would explain 
what the situation there is as far as local requirements are concerned 
on this project. 

Colonel Cirarx. Mr. Chairman, this project is an extended one of 
scattered locations in the Willamette Valley. 

It has been authorized by three authorizing acts: The Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1936, the one of 1938, and the one of 1950. 

The locations are selected from year to year as the need arises in 
the valley. The local interests, since the 1950 act, are required to 
furnish the lands, easements, rights-of-way, and maintain the work. 
For that work which was built before the 1950 act, under the authority 
of the 1936 and the 1938 acts, the local interests did furnish the land 
but were not required to maintain the improvements. 

There is a continuing requirement, therefore, for Federal maintenance 
of the work constructed before the 1950 act. On the new projects 
built since the 1950 act, all improvements require local maintenance 
and they are doing it every year, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. All requirements are being complied with? 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Nothing remains for local cooperation except con- 
tinuous maintenance? 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir; and as new locations are selected on the 
basis of need, the local interests furnish rights-of-way for the Federal 
Government to do the job. 


BUDGET AMENDMENT 


Mr. Cannon. You are asking here for $200,000 additional, an 
amendment to the budget. 

What is the justification for this additional $200,000? 

Colonel Cuark. Basically, Mr. Chairman, this is a job which at the 
rate of $300,000 a year drags along for a long time. About 150 acres 
a year are destroyed by the river, and actually the $300,000 is not 
quite keeping up with requirements. 

With the $500,000 a year, we will eventually catch up to the job, 
and we can see some possibility of completion with that amount. 


(ae ee RA RR 
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It is an extensive job extending over the long stretch of the valley 
and the need occurs at various locations as time goes on. 
Basically, the reason for the extra $200,000 is to enable us to proceed 
faster with a long-range project. 
Mr. Cannon. When can you expect to complete this project? 
Colonel Cirarx. Mr. Chairman, we carry at the present time a 
completion date of 1967 which is based on a little over $500,000 a 
ear, sir. 
1 Mr. Cannon. You tell me that the additional $200,000 is to ex- 


— the program, and to sooner reach the date of completion, but 


notice here in your justifications that with the $300,000 you expected 
to finish the project by 1967. When you add $200,000, making the 
total $500,000, for the purpose of expediting the program, you still 
expect to complete it in 1967. Is that correct? 

Colonel CuarK. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Why add this then when, as a matter of fact, you 
are not actually accelerating it? 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, it is the question of what we assume for the 
purposes of estimating what the probable future will be. 

Last year, sir, we testified on the justification when it was given, 
that it was carrying a probable conasialiaah date of 1965 at that time 
based on our thinking that we might be able to get $800,000 a year. 

In other words, when we came to make up the budget for this year, 
we cut back our expectation and made a 1967 date, the date shown in 
the original budget—that is, the 1959 budget—and this revised esti- 
mate is based on a probable execution rate of $500,000 a year. 

Mr. Cannon. Then we cannot be certain that by adding this 
$200,000 that we will get completion any sooner, can we? 

Colonel Cuark. No, sir. At this time this will allow prosecution in 
the locations shown which ordinarily would have had to be put off, 
at least, until a later year. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Kirwan. | want to just ask a question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Kirwan. 


REQUIREMENTS OF LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Kirwan. There is an estimated $260,000 non-Federal cost, 
is that right? 

Colonel Criark. I believe so; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Is that all the people out there have to spend «ut of 
$11,800,000? 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. That is the original cost that we esti- 
mated of the land that we had to have in order to do the work. 

Of course, there is an annual maintenance cost which is growing. 
I think that is on the order of $70,000 or $80,000 a year. 

Mr. Kirwan. Who does that? 

Colonel CLarx. That is the work done under the authorization of 
the 1950 act, where the work is maintained by the local interests. 

There are a number of locations here which were built under the 
1936 and the 1938 acts under which the Federal Government does the 
maintenance. 

We carry some maintenance on those old locations, 


25230—58—pt. 261 
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Mr. Magnuson. Colonel, I believe you said annual maintenance 
on the project under the 1950 authorization, will be $70,000 or $80,000 
a year; did I understand you correctly? 

Colonel Cuark. I have a figure here, sir. The figure is $78,000. 

Mr. Maanuson. $78,000 annually? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maanuson. That continues indefinitely? 

Colonel Crarkx. Yes, sir; and though their maintenance cost is not 
that much now, it grows each time we build revetment at a new 
location, as we continue to build new improvements. 

Mr. Maanuson. Thank you. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 


Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton, will you permit me to interject? I am 
a little bit puzzled by the schedule which Colonel Clark has given us 
here. 

He tells us that originally they intended to complete this by 1965 
with $800,000 per year. 

Then they would have required 7 years to do it. 

He now tells us that he expects to finish it by 1967 with $500,000 
per year. That would require 9 years. Can you harmonize those 
figures for us, Colonel Clark? 

Colonel Ciarx. Precisely, sir. This is a project in which we meet 
the demand as it arises and also the completion date is based on our 
guess on what the future may be. 

The figure we carried in the 1958 budget for completion in 1965 
was based at that time, on a guess as to the funds we would receive. 

Mr. Cannon. But the significant thing is that you were going to 
complete this by 1965. You were going to complete it in 7 years, and 
at a total cost of $5,600,000. 

Now you tell us you will complete it in 9 years at a total cost of 
$4,500,000. Neither your time nor your total cost jibe. 

Colonel Cuarx. Yes, sir; that is true. Actually the controlling 
factor in this is the overall authorization. In other words, we have 
been authorized to spend on this a total of $11,800,000. We have 
spent to date or had appropriated to date $6,752,000. 

The work is one of prosecuting as rapidly, sir, as the Congress will 
allow, approaching completion as soon as we can. 

Mr. Cannon. I would think that with the breaks you have had on 
this project and with the outlook 7 have ahead of you you would 
be able to compute these times and these costs accurately, definitely, 
even, say, to a month. 

Colonel CLarx. No, sir; because the work itself is indefinite. In 
other words, we have a certain set of locations that we now are pre- 
paring to work on, and the costs of them and the amount of them 
depends on how the river cuts the banks and also depends on need 
and on availability of the local cooperation necessary for us to go in 
and do the work. 

Mr. Cannon. Now can you tell us that you can complete this 
project in 1967 at the rate of $500,000 per year in 9 years and a total 
cost of $4,500,000? 

Those are the figures you have given us. 
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Colonel Ciarx. Mr. Chairman, at that rate we will have completed 
by that time our approximate authority. We will have used up most 
of our authority. 

Mr. Cannon. At the rate of $500,000 a year and a total cost of 
$4,500,000 for the project? 

That is the way the figures come out. 

Colonel Cuark. That is right, sir. That comes out very closely. 

Mr. Cannon. We can depend on that, then, can we, Colonel? 

Colonel Cuarx. Mr. Chairman, the history of the projects of this 
kind, I think is that as time goes on there will be a requirement 
probably for an extension of the authority, and the extension of the 
ceiling to continue to carry on this kind of work. 

It is valuable and there is a great deal of damage that is prevented. 

Mr. Cannon. We were talking about this particular one, Colonel. 

Colonel Cuiark. Sir, the $500,000 a year we are asking at this time 
will have been used up, and we will have used up the authority you 
have given us at the end of the time we have set. 

Mr. Cannon. And you will have completed the project? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir; if there is no change in the situation. 

Mr. Cannon. All right. Dr. Fenton, do you wish to question 
Colonel Clark? 


BENEFITS AND LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Fenton. Colonel Clark, on a project of this nature the bene- 
fits are almost entirely local, and you require a local contribution, is 
that true?—Excuse me, is it not true that the local interests are not 
required to contribute at all? 

Colonel Ciarx. Yes; they furnish the lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way and “hold and save.” 

Mr. Fenton. On page 43 of the justification it says under “Non- 
Federal costs” that for work authorized under the 1936 and 1938 
acts, the Federal Government is responsible for obtaining the neces- 
sary rights-of-way and for maintaining the improvements. 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, when I first made my statement, I got that 
one wrong. I said that the Federal Government was responsible for 
the maintenance only, but I had misunderstood—rather I intended 
to state that the Federal Government furnished the rights-of-way and 
maintenance under the two old acts but no longer does it. 

Mr. Fenton. Now under the 1950 act, what would be the local 
contribution for that? If it came through the 1950 act? 

Colonel CiarKx. Of the old work that was under the 1936 and 
1938 acts? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Colonel Cuark. I would have to look that up. I do not know. 

(The following information was furnished subsequently: ) 

On the Willamette Basin bank-protection project accomplished under the 
authority of the 1936 and 1938 Flood Control Acts the Federal Government was 
required to obtain the right-of-way. In practice, landowners donated the neces- 
sary right-of-way for a nominal consideration of $1. It is estimated that the 
value of the lands so procured for work accomplished under these 2 older acts 
totals $212,000. 

Mr. Fenton. What is to be the total cost of the job and what 
portion is to be contributed by local interests? 

Colonel Cuiarx. All of the Jands and damages for the future. Do 
you mean the total project from the beginning? 
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Mr. Fenton. That is right. 

Colonel Crarx. I might say, sir, that the project is about half 
done and roughly half of it has been under the 1950 act. 

Mr. Fenton. Even though the act does not require the contribu- 
tion to be made by other local interests, is it not true that there is 
nothing to prevent local interests from making such a contribution? 

Colonel Ciarx. No, there is nothing to prevent it. 

Mr. Fenton. That is all, Mr. Chairman, on that particular item. 

But may I say that I regret that I was detained this morning. 
May I ask permission to have answers for a few questions submitted 
for the record? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes, we will ask the corps to give us the response 
when the transcript reaches them. 

Colonel Crark. Certainly, sir. 

(Nore: The questions and answers have been inserted previously 
under the discussion of the Multnomah County Drainage District 
No. 1:) 


JACKSON HOLE, SNAKE RIVER, WYO. 


Mr. Cannon. The next is Jackson Hole on the Snake River in 
Wyoming. The amount is $400,000. Pages 47a through 51, inclusive, 
will be inserted into the record at this point. 

(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Jackson Houz, SNAKE River, Wyo. 





(Continuing) 
I cs nnd} con shore obese 4et babe ash od aeeeneh hha n ma $400, 000 
IRS ids ig shen wide s heh in hah Re ene a Soy + shamcugesee 400, 000 
Taenee mi aces Qeeumaee. on eee ee ek he SS 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 














1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue construction of levees, zone 1...___.....-........--.- $318, 200 $312, 200 0 
Initiate construction of irrigation headgates__................- 13, 400 13, 400 0 
Waninaering ond GUGE 8-6 i. econ n sic reece cose ctu enki 37, 000 37, 000 0 
Supervision and administration__._.........---...---------... 31, 400 31, 400 0 
Meh Aes Gol ot Soa) eae | 400, 000 400, 000 0 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget | Revised estimate 
ebb ott 
Entire SO de ssid tik bh SEE eho Oc binaninen mp pene semehncnnnnb dee November 1961....| November 1961. 
nee nett eee oe May 1961._._.....| May 1961. 
Channels and levees: J 
Right bank above Jackson-Wilson Bridge. .................- November 1959....| November 1959. 
Left bank above Jackson-Wilson Bridge. -.-_- dvitiesdeeical November 1960....| November 1960. 
Both banks below Jackson-Wilson Bridge._................- November 1961_...| November 1961. 





Location.—On the Snake River, 959 miles above the mouth, 5 miles west of 


Jackson, Wyo. 
Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act, 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.81 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 








eteNneG FeGsres 00Gb... 5a ago tbtentncn stp tecsmeshbesdesth onneniineis igh |: cAI EE Recteienehenianeteles 
IE nNOS QUO nn an ee teuncgnamincabagumse mmecmsdmetonamna BENE Vnicetcrrcin a careeparamnes 

Ce Cumertreeeees 25228 aS. UE A ce Se A PP sake Ciekcnos 

tne Go. sida eed BLL te GOB OCES ose 1M os Se. 
aaa ee ee ph ft eee 
Ee OO DUNNO Oly II oc. ciaics cts aed ndicneen wages cacbiiadone naan 498, 000 |.......- a weet 
Appropriations for fietal year 1008. 5... 252s sic hh a he ei 
I OU ID i chide ard eleeinS ein dak wha sou ssedaeinel 498, 000 21 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_-........-..-.....-.----- 2. 400, 000 38 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_............-------- TEE Bice scteccncanen 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height, 11 feet. 
Length, 24 miles. 
Relocations: Relocation and reconstruction of 7 small irrigation intake structures. 
Status (January 1, 1958): 
Relocations—Irrigation headgates, 0 percent. 
Levees—Construction initiated. 
Completion schedule: 
intire project, November 1961. 
Relocations, May 1961. 
Channels and levees: 
Right bank above Jackson-Wilson Bridge, November 1959. 
Left bank above Jackson-Wilson Bridge, November 1960. 
Both banks below Jackson-Wilson Bridge, November 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The area subject to flooding along Snake River through Jackson Hole varies 
from 0.5 to over 2 miles in width — extremely large floods would spread to the 
toe of hills across the valley and enter the village of Wilson and Fish Creek to the 
west. The average period of overflow ranges between 15 and 30 days. Agricul- 
tural hay and pasture lands in the valley are the key elements in the basic economy 
of the valley, which is based on production of beef cattle. Ample summer range 
is available on slopes of adjoining mountains but winter carryover is dependent 
on production of valley lands much of which are in the flood plain. Floods of 
moderate proportions, similar to those of 1943, 1948, and 1954, inundated culti- 
vated and pasture lands, and damaged or destroyed irrigation facilities, farm 
ditches, fences, farm roads, and developments. Floods of major magnitude would 
correspondingly create damages of greater proportions. A flood of less than 
moderate proportion in 1953 is estimated to have inundated 1,850 acres of pasture 
lands. An important element of present damages results from erosion caused by 
prolonged irrigation releases from storage in Jackson Lake Reservoir upstream, 
which flow is utilized in Idaho. 

The Corps of Engineers has expended $542,900 for emergency and temporary 
flood-control measures in the Jackson Hole arena under existing authorities. Com- 
pletion of the authorized permanent project at an early date is needed to prevent 
recurring damages during average floods and heavy losses that would occur 
under floods of major magnitude. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied to: 


Continue construction of levees, zone 1_........-.-.-.---.--------- $318, 200 
Initiate construction of irrigation headgates___..............-.----- 13, 400 
IE CD CO i hk. cites cbd nie annbuebevenaadtdnltnaes 37, 000 
DEPT viasOn Minds WENNER MEN Sn in chen nap ecenmepecocsecant 31, 400 

WARES ox civncke: en cate ee aa aan ee 400, 000 


Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in construc- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $18,500, broken down as follows: 
Lands (71.5 acres), $18,500; total, $18,500. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $20,500. 
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In addition, local interests, including the State of Wyoming, Teton County, 
and individual ranch owners advise that they have incurred costs in excess of 
$325,000, for flood control work prior to initiation of construction of the author- 
ized Federal improvement much of which cannot be considered as permanent as 
it has become ineffective. 

Status of local cooperation.— Assurances of local cooperation from the Board of 
County Commissioners, Teton County, Wyo., and from the Governor of Wyoming 
have been accepted as a basis for initiation of construction. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$2,360,000 is an increase of $230,000 over the latest estimate ($2,130,000) (1955 
base) submitted to Congress. The increase is due to higher price levels and to 
provision for contribution to the retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Ss kinaintteccecncedghhniieciiutined GE FN odie cS IS eis ($38, 900) ($16, ..90) 
a i a reser el GRP O a Osk. ise 38, 900 16, 800 
te hn dae arene 1, 930, 400 |........-... $214, 100 382,100 | 1,334, 200 
Engineering and design............ i 198, 900 $120, 600 8, 600 37, 000 32, 700 
Supervision and administration 175, 000 6, 200 14, 700 42, 000 112, 100 





———— | | | | 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 


Ja cadagbtandrinenssthoncense 2, 360, 000 126, 800 237, 400 500,000 | 1, 495, 800 

Pending adjustments.................... Petey ae ro. re | ar Daal cargoes Sa 
Undelivered Onder nee ef ese] 120,800 | 87100 | 88, 800 
a el beenaniee 126, 900 358, 200 412,900 | 1, 462,000 


METHOD OF FINANCING 





ST ncn alll attinnincinnhneeeheaninesnel Senses publ... me hathmnnnat lt gdbianannsaedaiameatynd 
Unobligated carryove: from prior year_....|...........-]............ 371, UE Tec socnetupe 
Total funds available for obligation.__.....}...........-}-... hg eee 
Appropriations required................... simisbbwdestcden 400,000 | 1,462,000 


Mr. Cannon. This project is being continued this year with a 
carryover from 1957, as I understand it. 

Colonel Cuarx. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. And with the carryover you will be able to complete 
the work by the end of the current year? 

Colonel Crarx. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You are asking now for $400,000 for 1959? 

Colonel Cuarx. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the status of the construction there? 

Colonel Crark. Sir, construction was not initiated in fiscal year 
1957, the last year of an appropriation, but in the intervening year, 
fiscal year 1958, we have. 

We opened bids on the upper part, the right bank levee on the 
29th of October, 1957. This contract at the present time is 39 per- 
cent complete. 

Mr. Cannon. That is the first construction contract you have had 
on this project? 

Colonel CuarKx. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. But this is over $400,000. 
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Colonel Cuark. Yes sir; for the performance of the work that is 
underway and planned. 


Mr. Cannon. You do not expect to have any carryover beyond 
1959? 


Colonel Ciark. No, sir. I do not expect to. 
Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? 


COUGAR RESERVOIR, WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN, OREG. 


Mr. Cannon. Then we come now to Cougar Reservoir, Willamette 
River Basin in Oregon, and $5,500,000 is requested. We will insert 
at this point in the record pages 52a through 57, inclusive. 

(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


Covucar REsERVOIR, WILLAMETTE RIvER Basin, OrREG, 


(Continuing) 
Budiaet entimateissky ood id Jacawwe den ied aids esOOUuks sustinces $5, 500, 000 
Boawies catemnte cd. 35s do. cece bd eae EL ee 5, 500, 000 
Tisiendn: in: budect eublendte: desis. Soa bck sa hot ce 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 








1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

Continue relocation of U. 8. Forest Service road__............ $2, 210, 100 $2, 210, 100 0 
Continue reservoir clearing... --.-..--- snidiantilpes niin 79, 700 79, 700 0 
Initiate construction of dam and appurtenances. ieahiiapiesthsoinenceil 2, 454, 000 2, 454, 000 0 
Engineering and design__-_- sti gsitgistceelilias tates east 250, 000 , 0 
Supervision and administration. 22-5 noi. dine ca dwsnnese 506, 200 506, 200, 0 

trenches aasivgs i denidatccsnamcapneceaaeaal Scanian 5, 500, 000 5, 500, 000 0 

Revised Completion Schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 

I i ee id a ean nnn widi-wnssdelabnamliante December 1962....| December 1962. 
BiG COON a on inns i ctncinn cc ncnnsennsakbncebietdealbbnas () () 
SN veclacterali insignis Le ll Pe 
Wind eoetered dhemtibs i528... 0... nk Se October 1962__..-- October 1961. 
Power on line: z units total 25,000 kw.......--------.-----.---..- November 1962....| November 1961. 





1 All in Federal ownership. 


Location.—On the South Fork McKenzie River, 4.4 miles above the mouth, 
about 42 miles easterly of Eugene, Oreg. 

Authorization.—1950 and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.52 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost (initial and ultimate installation).................- $41, 400, 000 | ..-....-.--.--. 
Estimated non-Federal cost: 
od Sn ao cel Soeialben does Skea eabacalened _ SETS ee 
ee SEN Blk edb ne ob dl erm pub Sb adndud oh Sakiwwsesdsabbhe IN baht snccuaus 
I a cla elec SAME Vatu terindhiotemeneinale 
BE A EE CE SL I Eo ccnnubtoapan une 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1958. ....._.....-..--L2-2----2 222. --- 22 -- | 5, $0 G00 3<.4...b.. 54... 
I in, dnd Ca name cxpwaiithn Peis eibal side gies Scyenin 7, 996, 000 19 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1959_..._....-..-.2-- 2-222 eee le 5, 500, 000 33 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_ .._....._.--.-....-s-.--.... otntigs 27, 904, 000 |.....-.-.-..-. s 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 


Type: Rockfill with upstream sloping earth core. 
Height above stream bed: 435 feet. 
Length of dam: 1,650 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Gated discharge channel. 
Design capacity: 86,000 cubic feet per second at pool, elevation, 1,699 feet. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre feet 
Beooe control storage... ............nwaldleshallsgsosl ibe vesen 155, 000 
I chin ic lll ten es Roasts te Senin 10, 006 
a asl 8 oT an oe eg Sas 54, 000 

I inca nsings een adh eaib nap Ne deincsdh tac MC pat lle sical 219, 000 


Power installation: Presently planned, 2 units at 12,500 kilowatts, total 25,000 
kilowatts. 
Average head: 321 feet. 

Flood control storage will be filled after the flood season and water released in 
the interest of power, irrigation, navigation, and other conservation uses during 
low runoff periods. 

Status (January 1, 1958): 
Construction of a diversion tunnel, 100 percent. 
Construction stripping left abutment, 100 percent. 
Construction reservoir clearing, 47 percent. 
Construction relocation west side roads initiated. 
Completion schedule: 
ntire project: December 1962. 
Land acquisition: All in Federal ownership. 
Relocations: September 1960. 
Flood control storage: October 1962. 
Power-on-the-line, 2 units, total 25,000 kilowatts: November 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Cougar Reservoir is an important unit of the overall Willamette Basin project 
and an essential unit of the McKenzie River development. In addition to pro- 
viding flood control and power, this project will provide extensive benefits to 
navigation, irrigation, pollution abatement, and other water uses during low 
water periods. Storage at this reservoir will contribute to flood control not only on 
the McKenzie River but throughout most of the length of the Willamette River, 
affording increased protection to several cities and their suburbs and to about 
171,300 acres of agricultural lands which are subject to overflow. Power to be 
produced at this site is needed to help meet the demands of the rapidly growing 
power market in the Willamette Valley and to help relieve the power shortages 
on the Columbia River system. Other benefits will accrue to storage because 
of increased flow available at downstream non-Federal power plants. Total 
benefits creditable to Cougar Reservoir will amount to $2,952,800. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $5,500,000 will be applied to: 


Continue relocation of U. S. Forest Service roads___..__.._...--_- $2, 210, 100 
CONS TSEC Crete oe oe ee eecnek a ccyeoeees 79, 700 
Initiate construction of dam and appurtenances ____._.___.__----- 2, 454, 000 
Bisineering and desigei.c sass os) eeai to sini deudec cain 250, 000 
Supervision and administration_...............---.------------- 506, 200 

Week oe Re ee eteace cua eee eaeoraceeen 5, 500, 000 


Funds programed for fiscal year 1959 are required to continue relocations of 
United States Forest Service roads, initiate construction of main dam and ap- 
urtenances, and complete reservoir clearing. Early completion of Cougar 
eservoir is essential to prone flood control, not only on the lower reaches 
of the McKenzie River where several large lumber manufacturing and remanu- 
facturing plants are located and where severe erosion of farm lands has resulted 
from overbank stages, but also throughout the length of the Willamette River 
below the confluence of the McKenzie River. The additional generating capacity 
to be provided at this site will assist in meeting the power demand of the region. 

Non-Federal costs.— None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$41,400,000 is an increase of $1,500,000 over the latest estimate ($39,900,000) 
submitted to Congress. This increase is the result of more detailed design 
studies. The estimate for the feature ‘‘Dams” was increased $1,545,000; fish 
facilities increased $387,000; relocations reduced $420,000; and minor adjust- 
ments in other construction features resulted in a net reduction of $180,000. 
Engineering and design and supervision and administration was due to reanalysis 
of requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 












Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (4) (5) (6) 
DS Te CIN «isn venteddnataninecmnantil $7,000 | Giga .-4eee bia... wba... 
DIIR...-1.spnrtcbverbudheesenecentecte 4, 719, 100 


Buildings, grounds, and utilities..__... ‘anes 


Permanent operating equipment... .....-- SY locetnacunend 145, 000 
Engineering and design...............-.... 2, 110, 000 307, 200 
Supervision and administration ........... 2, 908, 000 1, 780, 000 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
TE dainictcaiunmsnipacinithindidnadpies 41, 400, 000 28, 615, 600 
Undistributed cost: 
OR din nni-<dnnnans duiennehnadbeash Riigonsatiigel <a at. 11 A ated 
Construction facilities... ...............}]..<....-... —174, 700 
— project cost (Federal funds 
BES cinnniddnniedstuietheteieedolee 41, 400, 000 28, 440, 900 
Total goenesk cost (Federal funds only) - .-- — 400, 000 28, 440, 900 
ORGIES SENN... 6 chen dcnittincnttiingipesceisaleiatdneign angi peeing Ammeiniiceah Sane naa 
Total cost (Federal funds only)..........-.- 41, 400, 000 28, 440, 900 
Undelivered q@nt@ o.oo ik basi 2353 — 536, 
OR Cs Bat hiiknccninntinetindemdae 27, 904, 500 


FEDERAL FUNDS 
Method of financing: 


DIDCOIEIIOR.. 10-5, cninswraccednaeecansenspcngenl,- Sane | ECE OUD lL nncncnntsatpsoieteasses 
Transfers to project since July 1, 1956__}._.........- SRG Boba. do o8s 6 55 bb dabei boon 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_|_...........}...........- 176,400 | 2,116,400 |............ 
Total funds available for obligation. -.--_}............|_........... 5, 516, 400 


DEO Geese igen ttedilgne}4enge hah ented ee Babissecneeerh “6, 500,000 | 27, 904, 500 
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My. Cannon. Why the increase in cost of $1,500,000 since last 
ear? 

Colonel Crark. Sir, there are various items. The major item was 
the increase in the cost of the dam of about $1,500,000, and there 
were other items which more or less balanced each other for a total 
of $1,500,000. 

I have more detail if you would like to have it. 


FISH FACILITIES 


Mr. Cannon. What is the nature of the fish facilities which will 
cost $1,314,000? 

How will that money be spent? 

Colonel Crarx. Basically, there are two facilities involved in gen- 
eral. We have to increase the size of the hatchery, to replace part of 
the fish run, and I believe, sir, that there is some provision for a 
fish-collection system. 

Mr. Cannon. Why, I did not know that you ever maintained 
hatcheries in connection with these projects. It was my understand- 
ing that all you did was to provide ladders upward so that the fish 
could return to the spawning grounds. What is the character of these 
hatcheries? 

Colonel Crarx. This is a replacement—a reconstruction of the 
damage done to the fish run which is cheaper than the construction 
of a complex and long ladder and it was computed out as being the 
most economical solution to the Government. 

Mr. Cannon. It was my understanding that out there whenever 
you establish one of these dams you establish a fish ladder or other 
device through which the salmon may return to the spawning grounds. 

Are there any instances in which you have not provided these for 
preservation of fish? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. That means the construction of ladders or they 
cannot return to the spawning grounds and that species of salmon, 
which is a great addition to our national food supply, is forever 
destroyed. 

Colonel Cuark. Sir, if there is any amount of fish at all, we make 
some provision. 

In the big dams on the main Columbia it is a complex ladder 
system. When you get up into the headwaters, the number of fish 
passing a particular dam or a particular site may be so small as to 
make it not worthwhile to construct such facilities, and we replace 
the fish through a hatchery operation. 

Mr. Cannon. That does not mean destruction then of a complete 
species? 

Colonel Ciarx. No, sir. In other words, we make sure that the 
fish a is maintained, although the fish do not specifically go up over 
the dam. 

Mr. Cannon. Has the supply of salmon available for food been 
appreciably reduced since you have been building these dams on the 
west coast? 

Colonel Cuarx. Let me answer it in two ways. 

First, the run in the Columbia itself has been holding about even in 
certain times of the run—lI think it is the fall run which has increased. 
The spring run has fallen off somewhat. The reasons for that are not 
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clearly understood. Off shore—that is where a good deal of the fish- 
ing is done—I understand, although I do not have figures on it—that 
the salmon fishing is not as lucrative as it was, but the Columbia River 
fishing is holding up pretty well. 

Mr. Cannon. It is a serious matter now. For several years we 
refused to approve the building of the dam at Ice Harbor simpl 
because they would not assure us that it would not destroy the fish 
in the stream above the dam. You are taking every precaution now 
to preserve fish, are you not? 

Colonel Cuarx. Sir, we are taking every precaution that we can 
think of. We have a working committee with the National Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the various State groups. 

We are cooperating in a research program, and before we design 
facilities such as Ice Harbor, we consult with this committee as to 
what the design should be. 

They clear it for us and we have always been able to reach a solution 
amicable to both sides. 

Mr. Cannon. Modern civilization is destroying many species of 
wildlife. Once destroyed, they cannot be re-created. So we take for 
granted that you are observing every precaution to preserve the 
natural wildlife. 

Colonel Criark. I believe that is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there further questions? 

Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Kirwan. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Kirwan. On that, Mr. Chairman, this is authorized under the 
authorization of 1950 and 1954 Flood Control Act. The justification 
says that an essential unit of the Willamette Basin project is the 
pollution abatement. 

When I see not one dime of non-Federal effort and all the benefits 
they are going to get, it makes me wonder. Here it says—non- 
Federal, none. Status of local cooperation, none required. 

This is a case where there is $41 million being spent and it states 
in the justification it is going to benefit navigation, irrigation, pollution 
abatement, and other water uses during low-water periods, but there 
is not a penny in there from local contributions. 

Again I do not blame the Army engineers. They are just doing 
what they are ordered to do, but there is something wrong somewhere 
along the line. Surely, if all these benefits are going to be derived 
from it somebody ought to put in a couple of dollars. 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, this gets into the realm of policy. As Mr. 
Kirwan stated this particular project is authorized by the Flood 
Act of 1950, the power in 1954, and no provision for local contribution 
is authorized by those acts, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. Back on the record. 

Gentlemen, is there any further inquiry? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes; Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton. 


2. St ee nore 
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PROTECTION OF FISH 


Mr. Fenton. The chairman asked some questions about the fish 
in that area. It seems to me that both you and Mr. Kirwan have 
brought out something that is very apropos and we have—in looking 
over the justification here in addition to the one Mr. Kirwan has 
read—we find them combating pollution, operating fish hatcheries, 
lumber manufacturing, and other manufacturing plants, and so forth; 
and we find them trying to conserve the fish. 

As a matter of fact, on the Subcommittee on Appropriations for the 
Department of the Interior, that group has gone into that matter 
year after year, and I think eventually with all these high dams and 
so forth, that the salmon industry is certainly going to be severely 
curtailed some time in the future. 

As a matter of fact, I do not think that they are interested in 
conserving the salmon at all. What they are interested in is cheap 
power, and we are doing that to the detriment of other industries. 

Of course, on the other hand, cheap power induces other industries 
to prosper, so it might add up to more, but it is sort of a vicious cycle 
in my opinion and is harming a certain segment of our economy more 
than others. 

Mr. Cannon. We are gratified to have Colonel Clark’s assurance 
that in all of these high dam projects every precaution is taken to 
preserve the wildlife. 

Colonel Cuarx. We are working very closely with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the game people in each of the States to make 
sure that everything we can do to assist the fish passage through 
the area is done. 

We built the dams on the main stem and the fish run has been 
maintained at about what it was before, and it has even increased in 
some categories. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, this gentleman has only been there a 
couple or 3 months, and I think he has done a very fine job on familiar- 
izing himself with it. 

POWER BENEFITS 


T would like to ask this question: What part of the project costs 
are allocated to power and what would be the average cost per kilowatt 
output of power from the project? 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, the benefits are figured to be 20.8 percent at 
the site. There is some downstream power benefit also, 1.2 percent, 
and that makes a total of 22 percent to power. 

Might I ask, sir, what the second part of the question was? 

Mr. Fenton. What would be the average cost per kilowatt-hour? 

Colonel CiarKx. The average cost per kilowatt-hour is computed at 
the present time to be about 4.01 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Fenton. How does the power value in mills per kilowatt-hour 
as used in the benefit-cost ratio compare with the Bonneville power 
rate which is reported to average 2.3 mills per kilowatt-hour? 

Colonel Cuiark. Sir, the Bonneville power rates are based upon 
Bonneville’s requirement to compensate the system as a whole and do 
not bear any relation to the cost at any particular dam. 

In other words, the original Bonneville Dam power is quite cheap 
= its basis compared to this one. I do not know that I can compare 
them. 
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Mr. Fenton. What I am asking is how does the power value in 
mills per kilowatt as used in the benefit-cost ratio-compare with the 
Bonneville rate. 

Colonel CuarK. May I supply it for the record, sir? 

T have it in my papers but not readily available. 

Mr. Fenton. Will you supply the same information on these other 
projects mentioned here? 

Colonel CuarK. Yes, sir; we will do that. 

(The requested information follows:) 

The values of power per kilowatt-hour as reflected in the benefit to cost ratios 
presented for the various projects in the budget are shown below. The benefit 


values shown are based largely on the cost of alternative sources of power, and 
in each case are more than the unit cost of power from the projects. 


Power 
— in 
™ 

Rilowatt- 

Project: hour 
COD ia htsd Bot in chk en cwi nna tindintiaandes amemumeene aie 4.19) 
Deen DECANE i 6c etree vrcrininiwrn salen tatiana race 4. 21 
I Sate a aiid i, dns ex ciigsasca pile oii acta Oe eee nL a diel 4. 22 
COG: POC, oi Soe sn we manne aoe owns ce 6. 69 
SO DIN: 6. a's ce DS is ee ened cc wees see 4. 38 
EE INO ais Koernutein dic Coosa che o phic ane Leek ollens Ohare 4. 55 
TEM UNG. ok cso cde ph ase cee an on Soe es ee ee 5. 16 
A ks ac cs teh hh WS ak sh hs a laa Chane es tn eee 4.99 


The average revenue from electrical energy sales by the Bonneville Power Ad- 
ministration for fiscal year 1957 was 2.3 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Fenton. Will existing downstream non-Federal power plants 
be assessed for the benefits to be derived by this or any other such 
project being constructed by the Federal Government? 

Colonel Crark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. They will be assessed? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. All right. 

Mr. Cannon. It is not necessary for you to supplement your 
hydropower here with thermal power, is it? You have a continuous 
head of water that makes it unnecessary to firm your power up by 
installing steam plants? 

Colonel CLark. At this time they are not necessary, sir. 


HILLS CREEK RESERVOIR, WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN, OREG. 


Mr. Cannon. Hills Creek Reservoir, Willamette River Basin, 
Oreg. The amount requested is $13 million. We will insert pages 
58a through 63 inclusive at this point. 

(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


Hitts Creek ReEseRvorR, WILLAMETTE River Basin, OreEa. 


(Continuing) 
Re CIO nas i ns ect te cee secis cosas son ctl $11, 000, 000 
POO OMIOEUCIINOG ono ain. 2 i he Sen ee sb Sic ne cnsecs linc qeasce 13, 000, 000 
Titeveaste in. budget estimate... 2 2 oo 2, 000, 000 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 

















1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete acquisition of lands__..............................- $2, 400 $2, 400 0 
Cont relocation contracts... ..............2....22..222.2.. 3, 390, 900 3, 390, 900 0 
Continue reservoir clearing. -................................- 415, 500 415, 500 0 
Continue construction of main dam___.................-..-... 6, 807, 700 8, 707, 700 $1, 900, 000 
Initiate procurement contracts for turbines, generators, and 
powerhouse crane __........... sane dcanbeii tina ia ial tia iia 25, 000 25, 000 0 
Procure permanent operating equipment. --_.................- 40, 000 40, 000 0 
EE SS EEL EDO ES 160, 000 160, 000 0 
8u ision and administration _......................-.....- 658, 500 758, 500 100, 000 
Advance and i peas Gis iiss i ecakuptiadsitesssetee —800, 000 —800, 000 0 
iil REE Rg iF 2  l 300, 000 300, 000 0 
ashi deta aG hk ald pioiuleabbkeaadilgadiM nitude Jide 11, 000, 000 13, 000, 000 2, 000, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
NI 00 oh oo tas os os oe ces diiisin aneiunldbeascatesee November 1962._..| November 1962. 
I alee October 1958_....- October 1958. 
ad ld dean iiisin shiaestnibaivsaabahseeeliieiaied June 1961. __......}| June 1961. 
ho st nhdcentmmakinibiennidncGmemnan October 1961____.. October 1961. 
Power on line, 2 units, total 30,000 kilowatts..................... November 1961....| November 1961. 


Location.—On the Middle Fork Willamette River at river mile 47.8, about 45 
miles southeast of the city of Eugene, Oreg. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.80 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 











Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost (initial and ultimate installation).................- BE GELNO B.nceccdascoeetes 
EN Oi POORER GONG < i655. conn son odniceneieccscebosdpbcoeioensodeus OR Aistlicissacil 
ST vce nocuntetiscucacesaqaugnigucdinageanenastnneensinpaems Oe all atlas 
GT ON, 0 bik od cnn edwb enn scsec dns ccbbedotsedésscesstoccoodvsses~ DP iGwadatcukuboctbe 
eter eoeetns Hreledt C006... .. a... =... a encccccnecnccecsccscncccutapens ee 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957............--.--.----.----.---------------- 4 See 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1958-_.-.......--.----------------------------- Sk 5 ree ee 
Agneonrintions $0 Gate... ... . ... ...--2.-. -- nnn nn ecw econ enenccewccsencccces 8, 847, 000 22 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1959............-..-.-.--.---------- 11, 000, 000 49 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. .....-...---...--.---.--.-.--.--- y | a ee 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 


Type: Earth and gravel fill with right abutment gate controlled spillway. 
Height above stream bed: 304 feet. 
Length of dam, including spillway: 2,150 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete chute. 
Capacity: 141,600 cubic feet per second at pool elevation 1,543 feet. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
I I hk Cs rai antl acne cis aoren as mn aapedaicmabonpeta diaadn elie 200, 000 
ENN Sod tec ab COR LU Debi et bw eeeeewawess acene 49, 000 
I dan al n-nies Snieb ple C toh lew a ab eagle alles tania 107, 000 

EE PNR nine onencnanunnae mannan kadai 356, 000 
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Power installation: 


Presently planned: 2 units at 15,000 kilowatts; total, 30,000 kilowatts. 
Average head: 256 feet. 


Flood control storage will be filled after the flood season and water released in 


the interest of power, irrigation, navigation, and other conservation uses during 
low runoff periods. 


Status (January 1, 1958): 
Construction of a diversion tunnel, 100 percent. 
Reservoir clearing, 47 percent. 
Construction main dam contract, 11 percent. 
Relocations, 7 percent. 
Completion schedule: 
ntire project, November 1962. 
Land acquisition, October 1958. 
Relocations, June 1961. 
Flood control storage, October 1961. 
Power on the line, 2 units, total 30,000 kilowatts, November 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Hills Creek Reservoir is an important unit of the overall Willamette Basin 
roject and an essential unit of the Middle Fork development which will allow 
Full utilization of the Lookout Point project for flood control and power. Oper- 
ation of the two projects will be integrated in accordance with the plan set forth 
in the project document. In addition to providing flood control and power, this 
project will provide extensive benefits to navigation, irrigation, pollution abate- 
ment and other water uses during periods of low flow. Storage at this reservoir 
will contribute to flood control not only on the Middle Fork of the Willamette 
River but throughout the entire length of the Willamette River, affording in- 
creased protection to 10 cities and their suburbs and to about 173,000 acres of 
agricultural lands which are subject to overflow. Power to be produced at this 
site is needed to help meet the demands of the rapidly growing power market in 
the Willamette Valley and to help relieve the power shortages on the Columbia 
River system. Total benefits creditable to Hills Creek Reservoir will amount to 
$3,077,300 annually. 
Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $11,000,000 will be applied to: 


Complete acquisition of lands. -_..........2-.......2LL2...-..... $2, 400 
Clomtantie Teloecethen BORNE a occ vik nk doc endeecnincddunsnnewons 3, 390, 900 
Comtinws Treeervoll GRE ». .... << sinenin ccchndecabinemecsincmmmeued a 415, 500 
Continue construction of main dam_-__-.-................---.---.- 6, 807, 700 
Initiate procurement contracts for turbines, generators, and power- 

NOUNS COMO... CUS Set i ce Sed a eae 25, 000 
Procure permanent operating equipment_._.............--.-.---- 40, 000 
RIDE (ON, CO an citiernictld perenarieenmnpneil ste ammpaneds 160, 000 
ge ee Ee ee Sea ee 658, 500 
Advance and prepayments (credit)_...............---..--------- — 800, 000 
Comstrnction: TR0UOE i... nin casads cceunsienen iiahhnahbded 300, 000 

TONNE cs nsssnsitn-cin ssrsauto piuegtodampnisenaiiate es aie agian N nails pic le aati ecciaal 11, 000, 000 


Funds requested for fiscal year 1959 are needed to continue relocation of roads, 
clearing reservoir area, main dam construction, initiate procurement contracts 
for turbines, generators, and powerhouse crane, continuation of design, super- 
vision and administration, and construction facilities. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$40 million is an increase of $5,500,000 over the latest estimate ($34,500,000) 
submitted to Congress. The estimate for the dam was increased $4,487,000 in 
accordance with bids received for the main dam contract. Engineering and de- 
sign and supervision and administration increased $651,400 due to reanalysis of 
requirements and to provide for contribution to the retirement fund. Price 
level rise and miscellaneous minor adjustments account for the remainder 
($361,600) of the increase. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 














Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages-.-.-................... $433, 800 $262, 700 $168, 700 OOOO hos 5 <.<.. 
Relocations ________- iat nae saderis eeute table 6, 870, 300 |............] 1,484,800 | 3,290,900 | $2,094, 600 
EEE ee 1, 238, 700 159, 400 533, 700 315, 500 230, 100 
SEs SU Cc eaesessceue | 22, 233, 200 | 1,026, 200 815,000 | 6,292,700 | 14,099,300 
I ge tla So En Sc ncnnnen ieee BE, OEE facwdtkwndnonahi chapel sss dbbee a 111, 900 
SE Ailes Sed nue Wins bacon nenanns a 8} eae Bee bi 25, 000 3, 706, 600 
A ee ee ee tate | 83, 000 16, 71 50, Ser l--=--2 5 28-- 26, 800 
Recreation facilities ___- =e hehaes 96, 600 4 -200hl Se AS 36, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities __ 1M, SP t.. hess dczee Sicind 3-3 anesavess 110, 900 
Permanent operating equipment -_--______} BE imine ses 1, 600 40, 000 175, 600 
Engineering and design a 2, 016, 000 1, 291, 100 331, 200 160, 000 233, 700 
Supervision and administration. ---_- 2, 917, 400 284, 200 449, 000 603, 500 1, 580, 700 
Total applied cost ona al funds | 
only) 40, 000, 000 3, 040,300 | 3,823,500 | 10,730,000 22, 406, 200 
Advance and prepay ments_. vss abel 900 —900 |. aes 
Unapplied payments to contractors Ss rnin tisdiicaimceala Raat _.| 1,500,000 | —800, 000 —700, 000 
Construetion facilities _ . Sts 156, 700 326, 000 300, 000 —782, 700 
Total project cost (Federal funds ow)... .-| 40,000,000 | 3,197,900 | 5,648,600 | 10,230,000 | 20, 923, 500 
Total costs (Federa! funds only) -- ..-| 40,000,000 | 3,197,900 | 5, 648,600 | 10,230,000 | 20, 923, 500 
Undelivered orders_...............-- dade) bsetah 117,600 | —117, 600 770, 000 —770, 000 
I a Scatntlleemmenpiall siege the 3.315, 500 | 5, 531, 000 11, 000, 000 20, 153, 500 
FEDERAI. FUNDS METHOD OF FINANCING 
Appropriations soli Scandal ee Se |... EE .nctennimiecdibosenneotbhere 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_- ag °K! 295, 000 fy eM REE Y gic 3 
Unobligated carryover from prior year. enki stone see55 10, 000 | |------+-----]--- 
Total funds available for obligation. slasiclise-<gpalid~bsinene 5, 531, 000 |_.._- shee 
Appropriations required____.-..__.......-_|--------.-- Datta tives tana y takin | i 11, 000, 000 | 20, 153, 500 





INCREASED COST 


Mr. Cannon. The estimate for the dam has gone up $4,487,000 
due to high bids received for the main contract. How many bids did 
you receive? 

Colonel Crarkx. Five, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Here is an increase of over 25 percent, Colonel Clark. 
That is an extraordinary advance over what our own engineers esti- 
mated would be necessary. There has been no substantial increase, 
at least an increase of this magnitude in labor and material out there, 
has there? 

Colonel Ciarx. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How do you account for these costs being so high 
above what seemed to the Corps of Engineers to be a reasonable esti- 
mate? 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, we have a man in the field, out on the site and 
evaluating what the difficulties of the work are, how tough this rock is 
to dig, and various men may estimate it differently. 

When you have a group of contractors who, as in this case, came up 
with approximately the same range, and, of course, the bid was high— 
it was 22.6 percent above the Government estimate, and we looked 
very carefully at it, and yet came to the conclusion that. the con- 
tractors were correct and the contract should be awarded. 

Mr. Cannon. You did not consider refusing the bids and readver- 
tising it? 

Colonel Crark. Yes; we did consider it, but under the contract law, 
if the bid is within 25 percent of the Government estimate, you have 
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to have very, very strong reasons, and we frankly did not feel that the 
reasons were strong enough to reject it. 

Mr. Cannon. You think that the contractors had that statute in 
mind, and they had put it just as high as they could put it without 
running into the law? 

Colonel Ciarx. Well, Mr. Chairman, in my experience, the con- 
tractors of the United States are out to make a reasonable profit. 

They will bid with the idea of getting the job, and if there are enough 

eople bidding, as there are in this kind of a job, where there were five, 
think you get a pretty good indication of what the industry feels 
it will cost to do the job; and we are not infallible, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Why was it necessary to increase the estimated cost 
of supervision and administration? You ran that up $400,000 over 
last year. 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. That is certainly quite an increase. Supervision and 
administration should not vary so much. I can understand how 
material and labor will vary in cost, but supervision and administra- 
tion is in a different category. 

Colonel CrarKx. Yes, sir; but our supervision and administration 
costs on these projects are figured on a percentage basis; and, of course, 
the costs of our work were up, Mr. Chairman; and, therefore, our per- 
centage allowance for supervision and administration likewise was 
increased. 

BUDGET AMENDMENT 


Mr. Cannon. What is the justification for the amendment running 
it up $2 million above the last budget? 

Colonel Ciarx. You are referring to the extra allocation which we 
had this year? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. You asked for $2 million. You amended your 
budget by asking for an extra $2 million for this project. 

Colonel Crarx. Yes, sir. The contractor who worked on the job 
had an extremely open winter. He went out and worked very 
rapidly, and we arrived at the point where we had actually over- 
programed our work. 

Mr. Cannon. This additional $2 million really means that much 
work was done ahead of the program? 

Colonel CLARK. Yes, sir; done in advance and had been scheduled 
for later. 


THE DALLES DAM, COLUMBIA RIVER, WASH. AND OREG. 


Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? If not, we go to the 
Dalles Dam on the Columbia River in Washington and Oregon, for 
which is requested $13,500,000. At this point we will insert pages 
65a through 71, inclusive, in the record. 

(The pages are as follows:) 


25230—58—pt. 2——-62 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


Tue Dauies Dam, CoLumBra River, WasH. AND OREG. 


(Continuing) 
i el. is aan ois ar euyeda}- sew dha dbo ashes & $13, 000, 000 
i ee Doi eel aaah, 13, 500, 000 
ee aed cen pig nee a 500, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 





















1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Completion of acquisition of lands in reservoir area__......... $49, 900 $49, 900 0 
ee od oa edn enbesuaaneseenne 78, 100 78, 100 0 
Complete construction of powerhouse and continue procure- 
ment and installation of span for powerplant-_......... 10, 079, 100 10, 579, 100 $500, 000 
Minor work on dam and lock. .._.................--.-...---.- 111, 500 111, 500 0 
I i mien eunamin ete ree 4,000 4, 000 0 
Initiate surfacing of project roads and parking areas..........- 106, 600 106, 600 0 
Initiate construction of project buildings.................--... 904, 700 904, 700 0 
Continue purchasing and installing permanent operating 
I el cn a ol a ecnidccwacinadoseubibe 177, 400 177, 400 0 
Cee ano i cmnanewndiusoadeponrnnennll 30, 000 30, 000 0 
ak in can eatnwesocoucinn sinus 500, 000 500, 000 0 
Supervision and administration........................-...-.. 958, 700 958, 700 0 
13, 000, 000 13, 500, 000 500, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
er ainiendsmadtineadaieammeimbeniell July 1961.......... July 1961. 
I as es eenintn evened dnls an sen ctesi latest iin een June 1958.......... June 1958. 
OR. vk. ud... isapeb cine pneahabinne October 1956.....- October 1956. 
ES SN EEE CESSES LE LAE gg RES July 1961. 
Indian negotiations, major settlement _-_..................-...... November 1956_...| November 1956, 
Dam closure Mar. 16, 1957...... Mar. 16, 1957. 
Lock in operation _- March 1957........ March 1957. 
Power on line: 
2 Fishwater units (13,500 kw. each)...............-.........- May-June 1957_...| May-June 1957. 
Main units (78,000 kw. each): 
ist unit --| Sept. 25, 1957...... Sept. 25, 1957, 
RA id kA, odhk an bbonddesldieaidduicosduhall --| Oct. 31, 1967....... Oct. 31, 1957. 
a a Te iets otpgacinn pebennnedeeaeeticnd February 1958..... Jan. 17, 1958 


(actual). 
Balance at rate of 1 unit each 3 months with 14th and | November 1960....; November 1960. 
last unit of initial installation being placed on line, 
SPR SOUINENeD OR COTTON. 8 os cnc c ce cceccetuctécacuscnccuse Apt) TOOT... Jcccstes April 1957. 


Location.—On the Columbia River, which forms the State line between Oregon 
and Washington, at river mile 193 above the mouth of the river and 90 miles east 
of Portland, Oreg. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor and Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.68 to 1, initial installation; 1.65 to 1, intermediate installa- 
tion. (Ratio for ultimate installation of 22 units not evaluated.) 
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Summarized financial data 








Estimated Federal cost (initial installation) 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contribution. 

I Si diantan plain tc boekabusn 

Total estimated project cost___........ 
Appropriations to June 30, 1987 bk bine cldudébinwintstdindanashbiiedshabunedtse 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958. 
eee, OO Ci a ns bd aie nee nnenninaelaninbieriatediaaigs 
ae priation requested for fiscal year 1959 
ce to complete after fiscal year 1959 











Nortre.—Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation is $303,173,000, 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity with rockfill river closure. 
Height from stream bed to top of dam (rockfill section): 279 feet. 
Elevation, top of dam: 185 feet. 
Length: 8,700 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Tainter gate controlled, concrete ogee section with stilling basin. 
Capacity: 2,290,000 cubic feet per second at elevation 184 feet. 
Navigation lock: 
Type: Single lift. 
Lift (normal): 87.5 feet, 
Size: 86 by 675 feet. 


Reservoir: Acre-feet 
PN Fe SI ania isis cs ccesshitisc ncaa Sion ea lew ik ind dk ea 53, 000 
pe eae, ARR OSES AS ay Tele eee ed Cis Pst 277, 000 

Dobeh. i. tisitintdiiehe caitneds cee siiee Sls iiss tae 330, 000 


Power installation: 

Initial (presently planned): 

Fourteen units at 78,000 kilowatts; total 1,092,000 kilowatts. 
Two fishwater units at 13,500 kilowatts; total 27,000 kilowatts. 
Substructure for additional 8 units. 

Ultimate: Twenty-two units at 78,000 kilowatts; and 2 fishwater units at 
13,500 kilowatts; total, 1,743,000 kilowatts. 

Nominal head (average): 81 feet. 

Fish facilities: 

North fish ladder: 24 feet wide, slope 1 on 16. 

East fish ladder: 30 feet wide, slope 1 on 16. 

Fish lock at east fish ladder. 

A channel leading from the south end of the spillway to the powerhouse will 
connect to the east fish ladder. The fish-collection system along the down- 
stream face and at each end of the powerhouse substructure will also 
connect to the east fish ladder. Normal lift: 87.5 feet. 

Status (January 1, 1958): 

Entire project: 85 percent. 

Acquisition (possession) of reservoir area: 100 percent. 

Relocations: 92 percent. 

Indian negotiations: Agreements have been reached and final payments are 
being made to the Warm Springs, the Umatilla Tribes, the Yakimas, and 
the Nes Perce. Some minor claims with the Celilo Indians are being 

processed. 

Rough excavation of the powerhouse and construction of powerhouse, coffer- 
dams, procurement of cofferdam steel, construction of temporary facilities 
including temporary relocation of the Spokane, Portland & Seattle Rail- 
way around the navigation lock site: 100 percent. 

Concrete spillway, spillway tainter gates, excavation of approach and dis- 
charge channel: 100 percent. 
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Phase I, substructure for 14 main units, station service units, fish attraction 
units, and assembly bay, complete: 100 percent. 
Closure dam coristruction, rock fill: 100 percent. 
Phase III, substructure for units 15 through 22, east fish ladder, fish lock, 
and east nonoverflow dam: 100 percent. 
Procure 14 turbines, 2 superstructure turbines, 2 fish attraction water tur- 
bines, governors, generators, transformers, switchgear: 56 percent. 
Procure powerhouse intake gates, hydraulic operating equipment, trash racks, 
draft tube stoplogs, and other mechanical equipment: 99 percent. 
Navigation lock, north fish ladder, north nonoverflow dam: 100 percent. 
Phase II, construet powerhouse superstructure for 14 units,. station service 
bay, fish attraction water bay, nonoverflow between powerhouse and spill- 
way, fish channel, install embedded turbine parts, intake gates and machin- 
ery, trash racks, and draft tube stoplogs: 97 percent. 
Installation contract to assemble and install turbines, transformers, mechan- 
ical and electrical equipment: 56 percent. 
Completion schedule: 
Entire project: July 1961. 
Land acquisition: June 1958, 
Relocations—In service: October 1956. 
Relocations—Complete: July 1961. 
Indian negotiations—Major settlements: November 1956. 
Dam closure: March 16, 1957. 
Locks in operation: March 1957. 
Power on line: 
Two fishwater units (13,500 kilowatts each): May and June 1957. 
Main units (78,000 kilowatts each): 
Ist unit: September 25, 1957, 
2d unit: October 31, 1957. 
3d unit: February 1958. 
Balance at rate of 1 unit each 3 months with fourteenth and last unit of 
initial installation being placed on line: November 1960. 
Fish facilities in operation: April 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The present power-generating facilities of the Pacific Northwest are insufficient 
for the current regional power demand. The project, being constructed primarily 
in the interest of power development and navigation, will provide installed main 
unit capacity of 1,092,000 kilowatts and 2 fish-water units with capacity of 27,000 
kilowatts for a total of 1,119,900 kilowatts for power generation, 25 miles of 
slack-water navigation on Columbia River, and minor multiple purpose uses. 
The Dalles pool and lock, an essential unit in the authorized slack-water navigation 
development of the Col.mbia and Snake Rivers, has been estimated to serve the 
movement of an estimated 4,827,000 tons of commerce annually, consisting pri- 
marily of grains, petroleum products, and industrial products. The anticipated 
waterborne commerce of the Columbia and Snake Rivers above the Bonneville 
pool is under review. This study indicates that previous estimates have been 
very conservative. The project has submerged the Dalles-Celilo locks and 
canal and navigation is now using the new locks at the Dalles Dam. Power 
demands in the Pacific Northwest are increasing so rapidly that power shortages 
are retarding industrial and other developments. Power to be produced at this 
project is needed to assist in overcoming the existing shortage and to provide 
for increasing future load growth. Agricultural lands adjacent to the pool now 
irrigated or to be irrigated by pumping from the Columbia River will be benefited 
by lower operating costs resulting from the reduction in pumping lift by as much 
as 88 feet. Incidental benefits will accrue to the project from public use. The 
completion of this project will result in far-reaching benefits to the national 
economy in that it will provide a large block of power for industry. Of special 
significance is the fact that the Dalles project will function as a peak-load plant 
and will require relatively short transmission lines to primary load centers in the 
Pacific Northwest. 
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Fiscal year 1959.— The requested amount of $13 million will be applied to: 





Completion of acquisition of lands in reservoir area_..........---- $49, 900 
Ce PI ne ee er ra Yn one 78, 100 

Complete construction of powerhouse and continue procurement and 
installation of equipment for powerplant__....._...........----- 10, 079, 100 
NG” WO CNL COTE UNE BOOS i Bh cnet ne, wed toes inci awed 111, 500 
PERE POUR TNE MI Dhan Cancininhassreert es aan ecto aoe co aie mins 4, 000 
Tnitiate surfacing of project roads and parking areas___.-.._--_---- 106, 600 
Initiate construction of project buildings. __............_______-- 904, 700 
Continue purchasing and installing permanent operating equipment- 177, 400 
Comsteneinn Eaciiteen 20 Sit, SOL SEE wcnnetdthowdtinietieqvewequall 30, 000 
SOON Ri GUN go dh sje pclin anc ct bins enee ee laekes 500, 000 
Supervision arid adwiistration.- So at Ves 958, 700 
13, 000, 000 


Funds for fiscal year 1959 are required primarily for procurement of turbines, 
generators and other appurtenant equipment required for placing power on the 
line as scheduled for fiscal year 1959 and subsequent years, and for continuation 
of the installation work and completion of powerhouse superstructure. Funds are 
also required for construction of project building and paving of roads and parking 
areas. The programed funds provide for completion of real estate acquisition and 
continuation of engineering and supervision and administration. 

Non-Federal costs.—None, 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$255 million is a reduction of $5 million from the latest estimate ($260,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This decrease is due primarily to reductions in contingencies 
on features and items as they approach completion, and in supervision and ad- 
ministration based on experienced cost. Adjustments, however, have been made 
in certain features to reflect requirements of uncompleted work based on more 
detailed design and investigations. 





Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current 





Budget fis- | Balance to 














Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year eal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 | 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) oo eee (6) 
ee ee ee eee ——| 
Lands and pa. : snincain bth beaaienised adiendeail $32, 108, 100 |$31, 131, 200 $927, 000 | $49, 900 }......-.-.-- 
Relocations... ...__- 21, 692, 200 | 19, 268, 000 770, 200 78,100 | $1, 575, 900 
Reservoir... 150, 900 145, 
me <a 24, 817, 500 | 24, 461, 100 
WGN. Sees ends 11, 960, 800 | 11, 800, 800 
Fon facilities. ._ 16, 578, 800 | 16, 171, 
Powerplant _- 123, 230, 600 | 86, 428, 
ds, railroads, and bridges J 536, 500 399, 500 
Channels. ...- 446, 500 446, 500 ; 
RES 292, 300 284, 000 200 
Pumping plant_-___- 21, 000 21, 000 ah pees 
Recreation facilities - t,he Sica sconatna cede histoeinianek ana 66, 700 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 1, 311, 600 183, 100 22, 900 904, 7 200, 900 
Permanent operating equipment 900, 000 137, 500 |}, 200,000 177, 400 385, 100 
Engineering and design... ..--_- .| 9,740,000 | 8, 237, 800 500, 000 500, 000 502, 200 
Supervision and administration... -| 11, 200,000 | 7,834,100 | 1,296, 400 868, 7 1, 200, 800 
Total applied cost (Federal unds 
18, — = 12, 705,400 | 16, 864, 600 
3 —10, anaes savctgasiimel 
Construction Nc enue ncbeecbaaeeeele i FAY 125, 600 50, 000 30, 000 — 205, 600 
Transfers of property without cost.......-.- — 53, 500 —52, 000 —1, 500 


7 project cost (Federal funds 


PC sas a bs nash cepadueee orn 255, 000, 000 [207,034,800 | 18, 570,800 | 12,735, 400 16, 659, 000 

Pending a adjustments TEER EOD FL BR GE a 36, 400 WIE todas kesSo estan 
Total cost (Federal funds only) ....-- 255, 000, 000 |207, 071, 200 | 18, 534,400 | 12, 735, 400 16, 659, 000 
Undelivered opdéra. nd ns bce sn} s544554--bsi- 534,400 | —534, 400 960, 000 —960, 000 


Total obligations. ................... Gan inaamag a 207, 605, 600 | 18,000,000 | 13,695,400 | 15, 609, 000 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959—Continued 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 





Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds: 
Appropriations __ pnoneancoian Ase. Mam CON GOR ikke albdhatadadaccde 
pees transfers since “July AY 
Te ee lw meehint bone OOO Bini ice dachra detente onensaeoene 
Unobligated carryover from prior 
IE wink ee cnties athe Goes bows bviinsineeaea bai aaewes 95, 400 WRG BOP fosctecansos. 
7 funds available for obliga- 
Di acnidianiaieledieeiederade» wearily ould ebesbepienihcieeieaabiis wipes BO GOB, GIB 5 ented cst adenine 
hyrentintions RN tee Th ince tte bie naasemnea tect ia hale ce Eee ee 13, 000, 000 $15, 699, 000 


REASON FOR BUDGET AMENDMENT 


Mr. Cannon. Here again you have an amendment to the budget, 
and you have added to the budget half a million dollars. Was that 
like the preceding one, due to unexpected. progress in the work? 

Colonel CiarK. No, sir; this increase is a share of the increased 
amount made available to the corps over and above what was in the 
original budget, and from this $500,000 was allocated to the Dalles 
Dam, where it was needed for next year’s work. 

That is for the procurement of the turbines, and so forth. 

Mr. Cannon. You mean for 1959? 

Colonel Cuarx. Yes, sir; for the 1959 work. 

Mr. Cannon. I do not quite understand that. Did you need an 
additional half a million dollars? 

Colonel Cuarx. Are you referring to 1958, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Cannon. This is in your 1959 budget that we are discussing 
now, for the next fiscal year. In this budget you ask for $500,000 
more than the original budget provided. 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Why could you not have gone ahead on this project 
under the original budget? Why did you need another half a million 
dollars here? 

Colonel Cuarx. Sir, the best way I can answer that is I needed it 
for the procurement of power equipment and the installation of power 
equipment on the job to proceed with the best speed in 1959. 


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 


Mr. Cannon. Yes; but you could have had that in your original 
budget. Furthermore, it does not seem to step up the program at all. 
It does not seem to accelerate the program because your date of com- 
pletion is identical. 

Colonel CLark. Basically, it is a somewhat overall amount. 

Mr. Cannon. Then why do you need this extra $500,000? What 
are you going to do with it? 

Colonel Ciark. We are going to put it into equipment for the 
powerhouse to get along as fast as we can. 

Mr. Cannon. What kind of equipment? 

Colonel Cuark. Sir, we are still purchasing and installing turbines. 
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Mr. Cannon. That is a part of the original budget? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Why do you need another half a million and what 
are you going to do with it? 

Colonel Ciark. It is to be applied on that work because that will 
carry over another year, the full completion of the final power on the 
lines goes clear to November, 1960. 

Mr. Cannon. You say all the way down the line? 

See Cuark. Units 1, 2, and 3 are on the line. No. 4 is due in 
ay. 

Mr. Cannon. What disadvantage would you suffer if the committee 
denied this last amendment? 

Colonel CuiarKk. Basically, Mr. Chairman, we would have to 
reschedule some of the work shown in the list on page 65a in order 
to cover the costs which we expect in the procurement and installation 
of the equipment in the powerplant. 

Mr. Cannon. But your statement here in your justification at page 
65b is very clear. You tell us that the balance of the units in the 
project will be at the rate of one unit each 3 months, and so on, with 
the last one being in November 1960. The completion date is Novem- 
ber 1960 under the original budget and it is November 1960 under 
the amended budget. gee see what effect this additional money 
will have. I cannot see what disadvantage you would suffer if we 
omitted it. 

Colonel Ciarx. No tremendous disadvantage. We would have to 
reschedule some items in order to meet the requirements for the 
procurement of power equipment. . 

Mr. Cannon. Apparently, Colonel, you will complete this project 
just as soon without it as you will with it. 

Colonel Cuiark. Sir, I believe the power-on-the-line dates will stand 
firm. It is possible that some of the minor or lesser items may not 
be nancies and might drag out a little further, depending on the 
future appropriations. 

Mr. Save Just what are you going to use this additional 
$500,000 for? 

If you can justify it, we are glad to talk about it, but we have had 
no justification from you yet for it. 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, we are proceeding with the procurement and 
installation of the equipment, and it is our estimate that our previous 
allocation in the original 1959 budget will not be quite sufficient to 
meet the requirements of the contracts that are in force. 

Mr. Raxsavut. Did you not have all these items before you when you 
made the original estimate? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir; fairly well. 

an Rasaut. And all of a sudden now you are short $500,000; is 
that it? 

Colonel CLtarx. We estimated that the delivery schedule would be 
so and so, and we find that the delivery schedule is going to be a little 
faster, and we ask for an additional $500,000. 

Mr. Cannon. All along here you ask for additional funds for the 
purpose of accelerating the project. Then we see not one bit of 
evidence that you have accelerated the project. 

We do not seem to be getting anything for this additional money 
that you are requesting. Are there further questions? 
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Mr. Rasavt. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Rabaut. 

Mr. Rasaut. Have you accelerated? You do not show any 
acceleration there, do you? 

Colonel Ciarx. No, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. The purpose for the additional money is for accelera- 
tion. Yet every date is the same. 

Colonel Cuiark. Sir, I think we have extended the completion time 
on the entire project to a degree. That is, in other words, there are 


minor items which may drag on somewhat. There are minor items, 
I am sure. 


Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Evins. 

Mr. Evins. Colonel Clark, then the Dalles is one of the very im- 
portant dams on that river, is that basin; is it not? 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. How far advanced is that project? 

Colonel Ciarx. About 85 percent completed, sir. 

Mr. Evins. About 85 percent completed. What is the target date 
for the ultimate completion? 

Colonel Ciark. It is now July 1961, sir. 

Mr. Evins. July 1961? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. The fish channel is completed? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. It may then be that you will bring power on the line a 
little sooner? 

Colonel Crarx. Sir, I do not think we will speed it up much. We 
hope to, and we expect to. Whether we will have a completion date 
any sooner, I am hesitant to forecast at this time. 

We have not changed our eventual last unit date any. We are 
advancing as early as we can; we will finish as fast as we can also. 


COMPARISON WITH HILLS CREEK RESERVOIR 


Mr. Cannon. We have just been on Hills Creek Reservoir. On 
that there is an identical situation. Instead of asking for an addi- 
tional $500,000, you are asking for $2 million over the original budget 
for Hills Creek, and apparently with the purpose of accelerating the 
program, but here too you have not accelerated anything at all. 
On page 58a the entire project was originally estimated to be completed 
November 1962; revised date is November 1962; land acquisitions, 
October 1958, revised date is October 1958. 

For relocations, original estimate is June 1961, and revised estimate 
is 1961; flood control storage, October 1961; revised date, October 
1961; and power on the line November 1961; revised date, November 
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1961. When the transcript comes through, I wish you would expand 
your explanation on the record, and I 7 wish you would consider 
what would be the effect if the committee failed to provide these in- 
creases. 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested is as follows:) 


HILLS CREEK 


Although the completion dates are shown to be the same for both the original 
budget and the revised budget submission, at the time of submission of the original 
budget it was recognized that the schedule would be extremely tight under the 
recommended amount. Later analysis indicates conclusively that additional 
funds will be required to maintain the presently anticipated schedule. This is 
evidenced by the fact that additional funds have recently been transferred to the 
project in fiscal year 1958. The additional amount of $2 million included in the 
revised budget recommendation is also needed to assure that the present schedule 
can be maintained. Failure to provide the additional funds requested in the 
revised budget will require rescheduling of essential work and may delay final 
completion and power-on-line dates. 

It is to be noted that whereas the date for flood control storage is shown as 
October 1961, this represents the start of the first full flood control season when 
storage will be effective, and completion of the dam is actually scheduled earlier 
in January 1961, so that flood control storage will be fully effective as of that date. 


THE DALLES 


Although no advancement in scheduled completion dates is indicated under the 
revised budget estimate for this project, the original budget estimate of $13 million 
is now considered as not fully adequate to assure that all target completion dates 
could be met. The additional amount recommended in the revised budget will 
permit orderly progress and assure that the dates indicated can be met. 

Mr. Maaenuson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Maanuson. In regard to The Dalles Dam contract, you have 
three units on the line; is that right? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir; that is right—three units on the line. 

Mr. Maenuson. Ultimately, you will have 22; is that so? 

Colonel CLark. Fourteen in the initial installation, I believe, sir. 
The ultimate installation, you are correct, is 22. 

Mr. Maenuson. Yes. If you do not get this additional $500,000 
which you added to your budget in the review of it, both the Army 
and the President, if you do not get it this year, you will require it in 
some later year; is that correct? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Maenvuson, And if you get it this year you will be able to 
work in a little more orderly fashion than if you have to wait until 
some later year for this half a million dollars. Is that correct? 

Colonel CLarKk. Yes, we feel so. That is why we asked for it here, 
Mr. Magnuson. 
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Mr. Maenvson. You are not asking for this half a million dollars 
capriciously ; you expect to put it to good use? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir; we expect to put it to good use. 

Mr. Magnuson. And the cost to the taxpayers will be no more if 
you receive it this year than if you receive it some later year, will it? 

Colonel CLarx. Certainly no more, sir. 

Mr. Maenvson. Possibly less? 

ase Crark. There is a problem of interest and that kind of 
thing. 

Mr. Macnvson. I mean if you advance your project in a more 
orderly fashion by receiving the money this year, would that not be 
to the advantage of the taxpayers? 

Colonel CuarKx. Yes; it would. 

Mr. Maenvson. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Andersen. 

Mr. AnprrRsEN. Colonel, taking the entire Columbia River as a 
whole, how much money will the taxpayers have invested before all 
the dams and so forth are completed? Just how big an investment 
will the taxpayers have when that time comes? 

Colonel Cirarx. Mr. Andersen, I would hesitate to hazard a guess. 
There are so many complications. 

Mr. AnpeErseEN. Is it a billion and a half or what? You people 
certainly must have some idea of the size of the program, or you could 
put it on the basis of accomplishing authorized projects. 

How much would we have on the Columbia River alone, Colonel? 

Colonel Ciarx. I would have to total it up. But I would be glad 
to. 

REPAYMENT OF POWER COSTS 


Mr. AnprERSEN. Let us get specific. Let us take the Dalles Dam; 
we had $250 million committed or would have by the time we are 
finished. 

What proportion of that money will come back into the Treasury 
through repayments due to receipts from power and irrigation pay- 
ments? 

Colonel Criark. Sir, the power-benefit proportion of this is 95.8 
percent. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Does that mean it will come back into the Treas- 
ury, that amount of money, eventually? 

Colonel Ciarx. On that order, sir. 

Mr. AnpEeRSEN. You are talking about benefits. What I want to 
know is the repayments to the Treasury. 

Colonel Crark. Sir, the Bonneville Power Administration takes 
the power and sells it. The allocation to power is eventually repaid. 

Mr. ANpDrERSEN. So in the final analysis, the general taxpayer will 
not have to stand for much of the cost of the dams; is that it? 

Colonel Ciark. I would agree with that; yes, sir. 

Mr. AnpersEN. I think that is the way it should be collected. 

Colonel Ciarkx. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I recognize the value of a great dam of this nature 
to that particular area. I recognize the need of the like addition of the 
Big Bend and the big dams back in my general vicinity. 

Is there anything relative to these dams that will be repaid by irri- 
gation, or is there any water that is to be used for irrigation? 
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Colonel Ciarx. There is a very small irrigation benefit taken, sir. 
It is simply a change in pool levels; the people who were already pump- 
ing water from the river above The Dalles before it was built do not 
have as far to pari Seowens of the raised level of the pool. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Now, let us get to this $500,000. Your opinion 
is that that is going to be spent, whether we put up the money this 
year or next? It is going to be needed? 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. We have a certain amount remaining 
to do on The Dalles Dam. It seemed to us advisable to increase our 
request this year in order to meet what we need or what we could 
see coming up. If that is made available, we feel that we can progress 
that much faster. 

Mr. AnvrersEn. If you do not have the $500,000, will that mean 
that certain contractors will move away with their equipment and 
perhaps the remaining work might be a little more costly the follow- 
ing fiscal year; is that it? 

Colonel Ciark. It could well be, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. If we gave you this $500,000 this coming fiscal 
year, will you save enough on additional cost to make at least enough 
= pay the interest on that money back to the Treasury by the end of 
the year! 

Colonel Criark. I think so; yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Thank you, Colonel. 

Mr. Maanuson. Mg. Chairman, may I ask another question? 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Maenuson. Colonel, you have testified that you have allo- 
cated to power almost 96 percent of the cost of this dam, and that the 
management of that power, the sale of it, is handled by the Bonneville 
Power Administration? 

Colonel Ciark. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. Do you happen to know the status of the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration repayment schedule—I mean whether 
they are adhering to schedule? 

Colonel Ciark. I understand, sir, that in most of the projects that 
have been in operation for some years they are ahead of schedules of 
repayment. 

Mr. Maenuson. I know that is true. We had testimony last year 
from Bonneville Power Administration. The figure as I recall it 
was that it was $67 million ahead of scheduled repayment to the 
Federal Government from the power revenue. 

Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macnuson. These great dams out there are proving to be 
practical propositions as far as the taxpayers of the United States 
are concerned. The fact that the Bonneville Power is able to not 
only adhere to its schedule, but to be far ahead of its schedule, I think, 
shows the wisdom of the Congress and the Government in undertaking 
these projects. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. One further question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Andersen. 





i 
ti 
t 
Py 
i 





986 


COSTS ALLOCATED TO NAVIGATION 


Mr. ANDERSEN. We do give a subsidy to the effect that no charge 
is made for that part having to do with navigation? 

Colonel Ciarxk. Yes, sir; the allocation to navigation is nonreim- 
bursable and that portion is not charged. 

Mr. ANpERsEN. What proportion of the dams—I would like a little 
better picture in my mind—is allocated to navigation? 

Colonel CuarKk. 4.1 percent of the total benefits. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. A comparatively small part? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir; a comparatively small part. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You might say that the entire cost to the average 
taxpayer is the portion of the cost of the navigation allocation. 

Is that a correct surmise on my part—in that the balance or approxi- 
mately 95 percent of the cost of the dam, will be made through power 
receipts? 

Colonel Cuarx. I think that is essentially correct. 

Mr, Anperson. Including interest? 

Colonel Ciarx. Yes, sir 

Mr. ANpERSEN. And eventually that portion of the dam will be 
paid off entirely by power receipts. Is that essentially correct? 

Colonel CLARK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnpErRsEN. That is the kind of a program I like to see, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. I have a question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton. 

Mr. Fenton. On page 65 of your physical data you say there will 
be ultimately 22 units at 78,000 kilowatts and 2 fish water units at 
13,500 kilowatts, 

Just what do you mean by that? 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, the present installation is based on the amount 
of water available at this time in the Columbia and justifies the con- 
struction of only 14 units of generating capacity. With upstream 
storage which we hope will be added over the coming years, it will 
then pay us to ioatall additional units up to a total of 22, according 
to our calculations. 

FISH FACILITIES 


Mr. Fenton. What about the fish water activities? 

Colonel Crark. In a dam of this kind, we have 2 fish ladders, but 
1 of the problems is to attract the fish who are moving. The fish 
goes or feels his way where the current is the greatest; so, in order to 
attract him to the fish ladder, we let a relatively small amount flow 
down the ladder and at the bottom we have a pump which circulates 
water as though that were the main stream, and the fish swim into 
that and then go up the ladder. 

Mr. Fenton. That is the first time I knew that. 

Colonel CrarKk. Does that explain it? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes, sir; indeed. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cannon. Back on the record. 
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CHIEF JOSEPH DAM, COLUMBIA RIVER, WASH. 


Next is the Chief Joseph Dam on the Columbia River in Washington, 
for which is requested $2,400,000. Pages 72a through 77 will be in- 
serted in the record at this point. 

(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


Curer JosepH Dam, CoLumsBiaA River, Wasa. 


(Continuing) 
TE: CORI. oo on AeA eee Se ee $2, 400, 000 
Perera. GGInONe .... sos ho Stu eae een needa tbadaues 2, 400, 000 
Increase in buidget estimate soul. cee Jk Sb eee 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete acquisition of lands.............-.......--......-.- $5, 000 $5, 000 0 
Complete installation of dam equipment, and initiate stilling 

I TIE iio ii iin kh a cen etepetentink sted 795, 000 795, 000 0 

Gena installation of powerhouse equipment_._...._.-- 184, 000 184, 000 0 
os procurement of turbines, generators, transformers, 
other machinery and operating equipment, and minor 

feeme. ics Scorch Aesth alee Bieta 523, 700 523, 700 0 
Complete construction of access road and bridge to power- 

OUND, 5a od conn csc nin san gn dae tekh cs, «dade 102, 000 102, 000 0 
Complete rehabilitation of Foster Creek Channel______- 370, 000 370, 000 0 
Initiate and complete shop facilities, parking area, and site 

development-..- din. Lisie sain laveniiciee panic adie eatin. 180, 300 180, 300 0 
Engineering and Cea. cat, KM Sib scape 105, 000 105, 000 0 
Supervision and administration.___.__- nicht nipped tin tegatana teinial 135, 000 135, 000 0 

TURE. bo nn incest gtien Aside Sel end 2, 400, 000 2, 400, 000 0 


Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget Revised estimate 
tire WARNE na a. wasn icc ciinnacccenmingndnebiecmeeed December 1960....| December 1960. 
TIRE DIINO. 6:00 oon cconancncandinosneminaahannenad ane eaiia June 1959_... ___..| June 1959. 
i I ES majo ouhelvepar mes ensign Spee December 1958__._| December 1958. 
Water in intake channel.._._....._.....------.--------- le April 1955____..___| April 1955. 
TR CUO Sh sink ce nidanecoeacsnvencce puedes nent ce ncepanaennen February 1955.....| February 1955. 
Power on line: 
Pe Ve a). es EBL o eo ek donne nape candnd tap dak haute cay Satan tirin . 
Balance: 
13th unit, 64,000 kilowatts.........-...-..-.....---....--. March 1958......-.| January 1958, 
RD ies, Cee te winnie inccepecvonshsanesanny Sune 1958.... _...__| April 1958. 
15th unit, 64,000 kilowatts... ..........-.-----.------22-- September 1958___- July 1958. 
16th unit, 64,000 kilowatts. ._........--..-.-..+-.-.+--.-. December 1958_...| November 1958, 





1 12 units at 64,000 kilowatts each are in service as of Jan. 1, 1958. 


Location.—On the Columbia River, 545 miles above the mouth, 51 miles below 
Grand Coulee near the mouth of Foster Creek, 1% miles upstream from the town 
of Bridgeport, Wash. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.40 for initial installation, 2.26 for intermediate installation. 
(Ratio for ultimate installation of 27 units not evaluated.) 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal! cost 





Estimated Federal cost (initial installation) -..............-.--..-.----...- $148, 000, 000 
i Sk SS di scamapageieennenel a... etn pnatianenam 
Cash contribution 


Tee ies meena ncaa pes hhh eng yaneplightn paehee Misha anu de 
Total estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 
Appropriations to date. --- Maat o denies 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1959 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 







Estimated Federal cost for intermediate installation is $167,000,000. 
Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation is $205,500,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 

Type: Concrete gravity. 

Height: 220 feet (maximum above stream bed). 

Length: 2,264 feet (Concrete section, exclusive of intake structure). 

Spillway: 
Type, gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Design capacity, (maximum pool) 1,250,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: 
Storage, normal full pool, 518,000 acre-feet. 
Power (pondage for 5 feet of drawdown), 37,000 acre-feet. 
Power installation: 

Initial: 16 units at 64,000 kw; 1,024,000 kw. 

Intermediate: 20 units at 64,000 kw; 1,280,000 kw. 

Ultimate: 27 units at 64,000 kw; 1,728,000 kw. 

Presently planned: 16 units at 64,000 kw; 1,024,000 kw. 

Net head at full pool: 175 feet (Q—67,000 cubic feet per second). 

Status (January 1, 1958): 

Entire project, 95 percent. 

Acquisition of reservoir area lands, 96 percent. 

Relocations, 100 percent. 

Construction of access roads and bridges, 69 percent. 

Housing and administrative facilities, 100 percent. 

Dam construction and installations, 100 percent. 

Intake structure construction, 100 percent. 

Powerhouse structure, including embedded turbine parts for 16 units, 100 
percent. 

Procurement of powerhouse and intake structure mechanical and electrical 
equipment except that listed below, 100 percent. 

Procurement of powerhouse and intake structure mechanical and electrical 
equipment now under contract, including 6 100,000-hp. turbines; 6 64,000- 
kw generators; turbine governors for 6 units; main control boards for 
8 units; and associated equipment, 67 percent. 

Contract for installation of powerhouse equipment, 92 percent. 

Completion schedule: 

Entire project, December 1960. 

Land acquisition, June 1959. 

Relocations, December 1958. 

Water in intake channel, April 1955. 

Dam closure, February 1955. 

Power on line: 

In service, 3 units August 1955. 
1 unit November 1955, 1 unit August 1956. 
1 unit October 1956, 1 unit November 1956. 
1 unit January 1957, 1 unit April 1957. 
1 unit June 1957, 1 unit August 1957. 
1 unit October 1957. 
Balance, 1 unit March 1958; remainder at 3-month intervals, with 16th 
unit on line December 1958. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Hydroelectric power potential is one of the great natural assets in the Pacific 
Northwest, and particularly in the Columbia River Basin. Since the end of 
World War II, construction of dams and reservoirs for power and other purposes 
has been undertaken on a large scale by public and private sources to meet the 
constantly increasing market for electric power. Chief Joseph Dam is one of the 
major projects in this program, and is one of the most economical sources of power 
in the region. The first 3 units were placed in service during August 1955, 
and subsequent units were placed in service during November 1955; August, 
October, and November 1956; and January, April, June, August, and October 
1957, adding 768,000 kilowatts to the Northwest power system. When the 
16 generators presently planned are in operation as scheduled in December 1958, 
1,024,000 kilowatts of installed capacity will be added to the system. Acute 
power shortages during periods of low river flows in the winter months have 
resulted in brownouts and industrial shutdowns. Completion of Chief Joseph 
Dam as scheduled is essential to alleviate such shortages, as well as to provide 
new capacity for forecasted needs. 


Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,400,000 will be applied to: 


Complete acquisition of lands in the reservoir area__._.___.______-_- $5, 000 
Complete installation of dam equipment, and initiate stilling basin 

RTI a os oo Dili wn eres wv bee el tin enn ae ee eee 795, 000 
Continue installation of powerhouse equipment__..._......_------- 184, 000 
Complete procurement of turbines, generators, transformers, and 

other machinery and operating equipment, and minor items_ - --_-- 523, 700 
Complete construction of access road and bridge to powerhouse_ ---_- 102, 000 
Complete rehabilitation of Foster Creek channel (required as result 

Pe. TS — > ahaicinangs Gm ha @uke <= cn eRe eee eee teak 370, 000 
Initiate and complete shop facilities, parking area, and site develop- 

TN dna os etn son: Acker aldais ws in rien ni ch bia nities ae ae es Tee 180, 300 
ReANRIOCRPIINRS TEN aii, a sans tons 6 ceca ls chess crm lenin eh esa 105, 000 
Supervision and administration._...............-.....--.-.---.-- 135, 000 

WO ah sock ek Mask See Ws i oe eens 2, 400, 000 


Completion of Chief Joseph Dam at the earliest possible date is essential to 
meet present power supply deficits and forecasted power requirements. Funds 
in the amount of $2,400,000 are required to meet the present schedule. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$148 million is a decrease of $2 million from the latest estimate ($150 million) 
submitted to Congress. This decrease is due primarily to receipt of favorable 
bids; reduction in contingencies on features and items as they approach com- 
pletion, and in engineering and design and supervision and administration based 
on experienced cost. Adjustments have been made in certain features to reflect 
requirements of uncompleted work. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Feature 


(1) 


Lands and damages 
Relocations 


Roads. 

ES a IG gt Ne ee 
Recreation facilities_.__....__...-.---.-_- 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 
Permanent operating equipment 
Engineering and design _--_- 
Supervision and administration 


Total applied costs 
Undistributed costs: 
Construction facilities. ..........-.- 
Operation and maintenance expense 
during construction ---- é 


Total project costs 
Pending adjustments 


en ON EO soit 
Undelivered orders 


Total obligations 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Appropriations. -_- 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_.__- 
Total funds available for obligation oak 
Appropriations required 











Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 

Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
$900, 000 $861, 300 $11, 000 $5, 000 $22, 700 
573, 600 523, 600 49, 000 j...... 5 1, 000 
379, 900 171, 500 4, 900 3, 500 200, 000 
59, 118, 200 | 56, 032, 300 88, 800 630, 000 2, 367, 100 
73, 347, 200 | 67, 891, 600 4, 299, 000 739, 900 416, 700 
481, 200 331, 000 48, 100 102, 100 |_..-- st 
Fie Inde dcnxanchan 80, 000 370, 000 325, 000 
61, 300 45, 800 We OE tewtstse salsa uccgan cee 
487, 700 294, 900 11, 100 BOR FOO. ocsl 
§20, 100 392, 300 36, 800 79, 7! 11, 300 
5, 220, 000 4, 659, 700 220, 800 105, 000 234, 500 
6, 150, 000 5, 534, 800 316, 200 135, 000 164, 000 
148, 014, 200 |136, 738, 800 5, 181, 200 2, 351, 900 3, 742, 300 
byes cocugt 517,300 | 283,600 | —115, 600 —118, 100 
dana 900 OT Bho Spe A oe ale cinta 
1148, 014, 200 | 137, 257, 000 4, 896, 700 2, 236, 300 3, 624, 200 
— 14, 200 —12, 900 5, CO Nintien Teheran eu 
148, 000, 000 1137, 244, 100 4, 901, 700 2, 230, 000 3, 624, 200 
; 101, 700 —101, 700 170, 000 —170, , 000 
ee 137, 345, 800 4, 800, 000 2,400,000 | 3,4 54, 200 
Sen Sone oe 136, 345, 800 4, 800, 000 |___- = - 
cabicipieuenaneahile +1, 000, 000 2 p tdicedade dcatvaa deca poe 
137, 345, 800 4, 800, 000 


c 2,400, 000 | 8, 454, 200 


Mr. Cannon. This dam is approximately 95 percent complete and 


it will be completed in 1960. 


ICE HARBOR LOCK AND DAM, WASHINGTON 


Next is Ice Harbor lock and dam on the Snake River, also in the 


State of Washington. 
year. 
The pages are as follows: 


They request $22 


,500,000 for this project this 
We will insert pages 78a through 84 in the record at this point. 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 
Ice Harspor Lock anp DaM, WASHINGTON 
(Continuing) 
oS 1 ha cashes gia e sin Aa lag nie inte alanis $20, 000, 000 


hue ii 20t) . ecn eee me amie wale 


Increase in budget estimate 


22, 500, 000 
2, 500, 000 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 




















Continue acquisition of lands in reservoir area_............... $184, 000 
Continue relocation of Spokane, Portland & Seattle Railway... 
Initiate relocation of Union Pacific Railroad.................. 323, 000 
Continue and essentially complete first stage construction 

TR SG GING. on cnt tide eee add bh bbsiwedtidiousuaie —3, 641, 500 
eee of a Sn 46 gnitnttiniin doihariibtin’ 643, 
Temporary a lities, tailrace excavation, and 

first-step coffe: DUIIPOE dine Bcc cuhadiceitiesnaa satis 2, 500, 000 
Initiate construction on north shore_.....................---.. 500, 
Continue procurement of turbines, generators, accessory and 

miscellaneous overpass CI s. eticottaiticnetnean 1, 668, 600 
Initiate construction o tailwater gaging station............... —5, 500 
Initiate construction of permanent warehouse.__.............. 100, 000 
EE SaaS 50, 000 
Supervision and administration... .................-.....-.... 178, 400 

thi ccadciabtibe Scint iemcicgidiaitennandmame 2, 500, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 

nn Su nieentindsnnmnadaides ibnbmenmeg abneneleaanadin December 1963....| December 1961. 
IIR set oe IE dai cinaianebeptueeinemennl June 1961_......... June 1961. 
ates inal ener eae at acealeneali nia kath ncdieadinaauiddinmabans October 1962___..- October 1961. 
I i eee November 1963....| November 1961. 
Power-on-line (3 units—90,000 kilowatts each) _.................- December 1963....| December 1961. 





Location.—On the Snake River, 9.7 miles above confluence with Columbia 
River, approximately 12 miles east of Pasco, Wash. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

ae ratio.—1.15 to 1 for initial installation and proportionate share of 
Snake River navigation benefits. | 


Summarized financial data 








Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 

Estimated Federal cost (initial installation) --................-..-.......-- $135, 000, 000 |................ 

Estimated non-Federal cost: 

Re MINN site cscsoniite has shpbhatinsienbiaens aetiime liane dian cebaaebtgtlimaontneiih i Is csi sediments 
i heh RG TIN OPES ACTS Sh BELT fac tN ac Tra OP Bahsterocuniedeieenien 

Total estimated project cost (initial installation) _.......................... 398/008, G00 1... ..4-2..5 2. 

Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) _.......................-.-..- BER OOS, OOD bicn  eicniccwcce 

py a a ee ee Se Oe Eh ns 

ag eee ee EE cet ee So 

SRD OO GIO. 8 ooo dai cinctigdnacmadsniab idbcceimibeboadackeels 34, 057, 000 25 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__.................--...-.---..- 20, 000, 000 40 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959... ...............-..-........-.. pO POE ninnnscceunienns 

1 Includes permanent transfer to project of $2,700,000. 
3 Includes permanent transfer to project of $2,775,000. 
PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Concrete gravity with earth fill right abutment. 
Height: 100 feet maximum effective height. 
Length: Overall 2,790 feet. 

Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Power pondage (3-foot drawdown)-_-_-...........----..--------- 28, 600 
Dead storage, power head and navigable___...............----- 388, 400 
PAE CUNT TAI oe isc cn: said pent tacaegec es Satie do wiegcin 18 tart, go <ingse 0 
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Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 


Design capacity (maximum pool): 850,000 cubic feet per second. 
Navigation lock: 


Type: Single lift. 
Clear dimensions: 86 feet by 675 feet. 
Design lift: 100 feet. 
Power installations: 
Initial: 3 units at 90,000 kilowatts, 270,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate: 6 units at 90,000 kilowatts, 540,000 kilowatts. 


Presently planned: 3 units at 90,000 kilowatts, 270,000 kilowatts. 
Head (average): 95 feet. 


Relocations: 
Railroads: 
Spokane, Portland, & Seattle: 5.07 miles. 
Union Pacific: 23.19 miles. 
Northern Pacific: Embankment and revetment. 
Roads: County roads, 6.83 miles. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 





Percent Completion schedule 
complete 


Entire project _-_-_-_- - ae heer ose aseeeeeen 19 | Entire project, December 1963. 
Acquisition of reservoir area. _........-- palin ahmed 13 | Land acquisition, June 1961. 


ew enuccodl 9 | Relocations, October 1962. 

First stage construction, including construction of | Navigation lock, November 1963. 
first-step cofferdam required for powerhouse, fish | Power-on-line (3 units, 90,000 kilowatts 
facilities and dam on left (south) bank, left abutment, each), December 1963. 


powerhouse intake, and substructure, 744 bays of 
spillway dam, south shore fish passage facilities, 
project roads and railroads ‘ batieatia -| 48 
Second stage construction, including construction of 
second step cofferdam, navigation lock, fish facilities 
on right (north bank), 242 bays of spillway dam and | 


right abutment j 0 
Completion of powerhouse, including superstructure 
and installation of equipment 0 | 


Procurement of 3, 143,000 horsepower turbines, 3, 
90,000-kilowatt generators, main transformers for 3 | 
units, governors for 3 turbines and associated acces- 
sory electrical and miscellaneous powerplant 5 | 
equipment sein sei ant 5 | 


ooneees oO 











JUSTIFICATION 


Ice Harbor Lock and Dam provides for an initial installation of 270,000°kilo- 
watts of generating capacity and is the farthest downstream of four authorized 
multiple-purpose dams to provide slackwater navigation, hydroelectric power, 
and other beneficial water-use development on the Lower Snake River. The 
project is an essential unit in the authorized slackwater navigation and hydro- 
electric power development of lower 360 miles of Columbia River and the lower 
140 miles of Snake River. 

Present and prospective power demands in the Pacific Northwest region are 
in excess of capabilities now existing or under construction, and power shortages 
retard industrial and other resource development essential to regional economic 
growth and prosecution of the national defense effort. The Ice Harbor project 
is strategically located with respect to the Pasco-Kennewick-Richland defense 
area and the Hanford works of the Atomic Energy Commission. Because of 
its significant relationship to the Hanford works, it could function on a segregated 
basis from the rest of the power system to serve Hanford independently, in the 
event of an emergency. This aspect of Iee Harbor power has been repeatedly 
emphasized by both the Atomic Energy Commission and the Bonneville Power 
Administration. 

The development of navigation on Snake River would permit the extension of 
the Columbia-Snake River authorized waterway to Lewiston, Idaho. It has 
previously been estimated that about 2,500,000 tons of commerce would move 
annually on and through the Ice Harbor pool, principally in bulk commodities 
such as wheat, wood products, limestone, ores, petroleum, and fertilizers. <A 
restudy of the anticipated waterborne commerce of the Columbia and Snake 
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Rivers above the Bonneville pool is under review. This study indicates that the 
previous estimates have been very conservative. Realization of the complete 

navigation program with availability of adequate power supply, would expand 
the regional economy by affording an economic outlet for products not now 
processed and therefore not presently available for consumer use. 

The project also will reduce pumping lifts for irrigation develo aon along 
the reservoir shoreline and will provide incidental recreational bene 

Fiscal year 1959.—The amount of $20 million will be appled as follows: 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area___.._.....--.--- 
Continue relocation of Spokane, Portland & Seattle Railway ------- 1, 630, 000 


Initiate relocation of Union Pacific Railroad. -...........-.-..--- 509, 000 

Continue and essentially complete first stage construction along the 
SOUS ONOTE sie en er ee re ree hn ete eek ere a _--. 9, 841, 500 
Initiate construction of second-step cofferdam_-_-__-.......------- 1, 357, 000 

Continue procurement of turbines, generators, accessory and mis- 
cellaneous powerplant equipment_--_-_..-.....-.-.-------.---- 4, 371, 700 
Initiate construction of tailwater gaging station. ___...-.-.--_---- 81, 200 
Brigmetsing ane detimn. oo. 2... ete ee 700, 000 
Supervision and administration__.._._-.......------ BNE Se 1, 193, 600 
| RS) eee en a a eee 20, 000, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1959 are needed to meet the minimum 
requirements for continuation of going construction and procurement contracts 
and provide limited funds for the start of new units of work essential to properly 
coordinated continuance of construction. 

Non-Federal costs.—-None. 

Status of local cooperation—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimaie——No change from the latest estimate sub- . 
mitted to Congress. However, changes have been made between features within 
the overall estimate. Price-level advances applied to uncommitted work in- 
creased the estimate $2,979,000. The estimate for relocations and channels has 
been increased $2,318,000 and $1,370,000, respectively, based on more detailed 
investigations and studies. Favorable bids on the contract for the south shore 
construction together with other adjustments resulted in a net decrease of 
$5,149,000 in the estimates for powerplant, dam, lock, and fish facilities. Adjust- 
ments in the estimates for engineering and design and supervision and adminis- 
tration based on experienced cost and provision for contribution to the retire- 
ment fund resulted in a net decrease of $1,481,000. Adjustments in other features 
resulting from more detailed design, receipt of bids, and reanalysis of requirements 
resulted in a net reduction of $67,000. 


Summary construction program (PB-~1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 








Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages. -..---- ah miata ih cotaieeuitials $1, 168, 800 $146, 800 7, 500 $316, 000 $618, 500 
Relocations_............-.....-------------] (16,054, 400)} (186, 900)} (1, 492, 400); (719, 000)} (13, 456, 100) 
BIEN; da destined sibuletneah Stine I Siieeeiita-athineeliel Didi hetadnidhineenmemuie 03, 600 
NGI 5 dibs, vackeonadeeaeananees 15, 950, 800 186,900 | 1, 492, 400 719, 000 | 13, son 500 
TP ON oie Sten o5 nd ds chk e ch deen Yuwddon TO is i a, kn en on kc cena eas muabied 98. 400 
PE sitinan pete nnn oe 2 chee isan aie 15, 692,200 | 1,281,100 | 5,158,400 | 1,109,600 | 8, 143, 100 
Lock. - weld svook end ditea cascuee ben pp ee 1, 800 2, 000 959, 000 | 25, 664, 800 
DUNNE, sciacc~— i038 saad 10, 175, 800 945,500 | 2,407,400 | 2,440,200 | 4, 382,700 
ven ccenenecharesostnonnas a. 195, 600)| (4, 508, 700) (10, 261, 800) | (11, 068, 500) | (15, 356, 600) 
Powerhouse. ---- insomgae wane 25, 723, 700 3, 663, 100 9, 093, 000 7, 632, 200 5, 335, 400 
‘Turbines and generators. .- ll, 218, 900 31, 600 652, 000 3, 010,100 | 7, 525, 200 
Switchyard, accessory and miscella- 
neous equipment, tailrace .-..._.-- 4, 253, 000 $14, 000 516, 800 426,200 | 2, 496, 000 
Roads and railroads ies asia hota ates 891, 200 406, 200 179, 000 236, 000 70, 000 
EG hiet os c0-ecensane ek at | & 201, 000 Se Bosc eta 184,000 | 8, 016, 700 
Recreation facilities _ - vical 3} err 5 atili Rciaths Ratatat 105, 000 
Buildings, grounds and utilities._______- 900, 900 | 59, 700 36, 800 804, 400 
Permanent operating ee Sich b de 320, 100 Li peodt nae 81, 200 238, 900 
Engineering and design..........--...-. 5, 587,000 | 2,988,000 | 1,055, 000 700, 000 844, 000 
Supervision and administration _ _- 7 » 982, 000 696,200 | 1,281,600 | 1,113,600] 4,890, 600 
Total applied costs (Federal funds 
GRIP. odin cciintacccuntecs 135, 000, 000 | 11, 221, 200 | 21,961,900 | 18,927,100 | 82, 889, 800 
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Summary consiruction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959—Continued 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
() (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Windistrinuted G06... 2c nneccisedaccatese|osscck~suene $1, 247,800 | —$373, 700 | —$427,100 | —$447, 000 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
ais hii on dtd ccdcssdidodnsd $135,000,000 | 12, 469,000 | 21, 888,200 | 18, 500,000 | 82, 442, 800 
os encnedsowsal banda smeiuns PPPOE fb cwccngabepeinsibieniaeian 
Total cost (Federal funds only)-.-..- 135, 000, 000 | 12, 489,000 | 21, 568,200 | 18, 500,000 | 82, 442, 800 
Windelivered’ orGetal « diikk. dé ccdeccdenns.fiiiaisssanss 288,600 | —288, 600 > 000 |—1, 500, 000 
Total obligations. ................... 135, 000, 000 | 12,777,600 | 21,279,600 | 20,000,000 | 80, 942, 800 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
ate hetnan oteasademmabnesitclecetugias RE Se ee | Be Ne Ponce fan ccneeseecs 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956. ....}..........-- Fp SUE BS SE Uniccccccticavclpevcssecuess 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_....|............]-.----.....- aia cee EU ie celia il 
Total funds available for obligation_.......)....-......-}-...-.---.-- el CD Dirrehticd abies Relenccmsirsin 


Appropriations required._.................]..-.-..2222.|.. 2.2222. | eel 20, 000, 000 | 80, 942, 800° 


FISH FACILITIES 


Mr. Cannon. This is the project for which we denied funds in 
previous years due to the fact that they could not assure us that fish 
would not be destroyed. 

Fish facilities are now estimated to cost $10,175,800. What con- 
sideration is being given to reduce this cost by use of smaller and 
more efficient fishways in line with current research at the Bonneville 
laboratory by the Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Colonel Crark. Sir, we think we have agreement, and actually we 
have a tentative agreement from this fisb group that I spoke of—that 
is, the National Fish and Wildlife Service and the various States—to 
reduce it from 30 feet to 24 feet and increase the slope. 

The previous design slope was 1 on 16. We now have agreement 
that they felt that it is permissible to build at a 1 on 10 slope, which 
cuts down the length of the fish ladder considerably and cuts a con- 
siderable amount of the cost. 

We are now in the process of redesigning along that basis. 

Mr. Cannon. It is just as effective? Just as many fish get up? 

Colonel Cuark. Sir, the results in the laboratory at Bonneville 
look extremely promising. We have agreement to try this by the 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the various fisheries interested, but they 
want to see it go before they give us full authority on this. 

We feel very certain it is all right, and they have said it is all right 
to go ahead and build Ice Harbor fish facilities under this plan. 


BUDGET AMENDMENT 


Mr. Cannon. Here again you are asking for an amendment of an 
additional $2% million. What is the need for this additional $2% 
million and how will it be spent? 

Colonel Ciarx. Sir, we propose to increase our work, push along 
our work as rapidly as we can in order to complete the project as 
economically as possible. 
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Basically, we have reduced the amount which was originally in the 
1959 estimate for the south shore construction because that work has 
been. nearly completed and started procurement of the turbines and 
also plan to start the cofferdam on the north bank of the river in 
order to proceed with the project. 


TRANSFERS TO PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. We have an extraordinary situation here. For a 
couple of years you have drastically underestimated the amount 
you needed, and we have had to transfer $2,700,000 last fiscal year 
and $7,720,000 this fiscal year to supplement the original appro- 
priation, and now here we are adding this $2% million for 1959. 

Are you certain about this estimate that you are giving us this time? 
From an engineering point of view, the estimates that we have had on 
this project are extraordinary. They are the worst that you possibl 
could imagine. I do not see how the estimate could be missed by auth 
a wide mark. 

What about this estimate? Do you think that this is accurate? 

Colonel Cuark. Sir, I feel that this is an accurate estimate, that we 
can live within it. I have gone over it personally. It has been a 
matter of concern, of course. I feel that this estimate will be adequate. 

Mr. Cannon. I tell you why I am asking this particular question. 
Your original budget was $20 million. You asked for an increase of 
$2 million, which makes a total of $22,500,000 for 1959; but in 1958 
you asked for $18,500,000, and we found it necessary to transfer 
$7,720,000. That would mean over $26 million. 

If you had to have something in excess of $26 million last year, 
how can you operate effectively with $22% million in 1959? 

Colonel Crark. The basic reason is that we are finishing the south 
shore cofferdam. 

Mr. Cannon. That has been a particularly expensive piece of work, 
as it? 

Colonel Crarx. No, sir; it has not been particularly expensive; but 
the contractor has done it with a tremendous lot of speed. I was up 
there about mid-January and talked to the contractor on the job, 
and he was remarking that the year before it had been 25 below zero 
and it was very balmy that day. 

Mr. Cannon. We take it for granted when we appropriate mone 
that you will hold your contractor to the amount provided, you wi 
gear your contractor’s progress in proportion. 

How was it that on this cofferdam you let the contractor get away 
from you? 

Colonel Crarx. Sir, he had an open winter. He just went faster 
than we had concluded that he probably could. 

Mr. Cannon. It is for this committee rather than the contractor to 
say what your rate of speed shall be, and what amount you can spend 
in the fiscal year. He seems to have run away with you on this 
cofferdam, and it became necessary for us to throw in this extra 
$7 million. 

You think you have a fairly accurate estimate then for 1959, and 
that this $22,500,000 that you are requesting will be ample to meet 
all your needs for the entire fiscal year? 

olonel CLarK. Yes, sir; I believe so. 
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Mr. Cannon. With no carryover? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Is your estimate based on, or are the figures you have 
based on, the figures a contractor has submitted to you? 

Colonel Ciarx. For the remainder of the south shore the rate of 
expenditure based on his estimate? 

Ar. Cannon. As a whole. 

Colonel Criarx. Yes, sir; where there is a contract in being. In 
some of these cases, we have to let the contract, yet, of course, we 
will estimate a rate of speed. We have estimated the amount on 
that basis. 


ALLOCATION OF 1959 REQUEST BY CONTRACT 


Mr. Cannon. This has been particularly aggravated. Suppose you 
give us in the transcript the amount of each contract, estimated 
earnings, or the amount of this $22,500,000 which you have allocated 
to each one. 

Colonel Cuark. All right, sir; for the contracts that are in being? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested is as follows:) 


Application of $22,500,000 to Ice Harbor lock and dam will be as follows: 


(a) CONTRACTS IN FORCE JULY 1, 1958 


Contract Description of work Fiscal year 
No. 1959 amount 
56-166_..._- IC Bh oo hk ee a $1, 975, 000 
§7-62_.-.... ee nt end det diedawkisaeeinnene 6, 200, 000 
§7-93__..... ee | I he hob ee wocedddedbbbatcheik 15, 000 
§7-107...... EE 8 i 2 ND Re SET ee 130, 000 
57-158___..- I OE So Se eas She Gudld p we Eattoe cabbie ceaseu wate 287, 000 
57-167_....- I ear i neecccinichiea reine need 27, 000 
§6-17.....«- SS 8 Et en ace Biege mpi otneabenan 80, 000 
58-19.__._.- Fishway pumps and control equipment-_-_._...........-..---------.-.--.--- 650, 000 
cick ae ilaetibnliaclaopevehcgiapeistdcgdluaianmiagseseihil 30, 000 
aii hanes Fishway motor control and power centers---.._..........-----..----..----.---- 35, 000 
Ses Second step cofferdam and temporary fish ladder__....................-.----- 4, 500, 000 
icc cnsmetnede Neen eee ee lien Enon aiunieen ee 800, 000 


(b) PROPOSED CONTRACTS, FISCAL YEAR 1959 









PR cc kte coun nes wretection, GP. & B. RR =. o.c.5.. 22. conc wwccenceccccuessccuss $1, 500, 000 
| ae nner, TA Tr 0 oo ela aatntennab oe 32, 000 
as aredmme 12.3 mies U. P. RR. relocation... 2.020 cc cnn e ccc n scene ese-- 800, 000 
SP cd..t nen en GINS DOU IUD Sooo 5 5 oo hw ncnincccsicacssewbepassbabubcsenss 1, 750, 000 
ei cine tetbagt I le i ia en i aceite aiebamaineicelipike wait 500, 000 
tice weatt nS ine coche nctnaglac met Wargames eke gird dipei wraded ted 50, 000 
ass ONS Fo) ek. trae |e eee behdadiddveniianbeddacod 50, 000 
ica cestcan ee aus eiedadinainawane’ 80, 000 
_ ae a a a lll alien 38, 000 
OP. deeds Control room switchboards_._.........- 20, 000 
Oiicot essen Intake gate hoists _____ Ses een 50, 000 
RES Wire and cable (ist contract) (G. F. M.) 78, 000 
SE Foundation grouting and drainage_____- 25, 000 
Tic Avcsenwe Permanent warehouse................-- 100, 000 

I a sativus dies bateiiai eb aenneaie aaa uiidipha emenpene 76, 000 

(c) MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 
i a ole ramihaeat $500, 000 
Engineering, design, supervision and administration 2, 122, 000 
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REVISION OF CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULES 


Mr. Cannon. Mr. Andersen. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I was very much interested in your comments 
relative to the contractor setting the pace as far as construction is 
concerned. I think it is a rather dangerous precedent for the engineers 
to permit any of that to happen because after all, as you have well 
stated, it is the Congress which decides how much money is going to 
be appropriated. 

Mr. Cannon. We have to consider all of these contracts. 

Mr. AnpreRSEN. Absolutely. 

Mr. Cannon. And of course the contractor is considering only his 
own single contract and his personal return. 

Mr. AnpErRSEN. Of course, and I cannot help but fear, Mr. Chair- 
man, that just because a certain contractor, as in this example, Colonel, 
is doing an efficient job, he is doing the job much more rapidly than 
he knows that the plan calls for, and then it more or less forces the 
hand of the Congress and of the engineers because we hate to see that 
man close up his forces for 3 or 4 months. I think the correct way is 
to keep that contractor from going ahead that rapidly from the very 
beginning and make it very plain to him if you give him the ordinary 
contract under which you provide a work schedule over the 12-mont 
period. Otherwise, there will be pressures not only on you people, 
speaking of the engineers, but also possible pressures on the Congress. 
In the final analysis, if you are going to find money for transfer to 
this place—the clbicomas has emphasized $7 million, which has been 
transferred—that means that that money probably comes from an- 
other project somewhere in the balance of the Nation. I think the 
engineers should be very careful to follow what the chairman has 
just said, and not let these contractors assume that they have a pre- 
rogative to go ahead and do what they say and please without consid- 
eration for the intent of the Congress and the engineers. 

I am just wondering why should not the contractor suffer a reduc- 
tion in his bid if it is more profitable for him to go ahead in a more 
rapid way. If he could say on a $10 million contract, “Well, we are 
willing to reduce our bid $300,000 or $400,000, that offers an incentive 
for the taxpayer to step in and see that he does do it rapidly. 

Evidently the man is making very good money on the contract. I 
have had a little experience some years back. The more rapidly 
you go the more money you make, simply because the elements are 
with you mainly. 

Mr. Cannon. That is the best suggestion I have heard yet, Colonel 
Clark, especially with recession coming on when they want to em- 
phasize all these jobs using the labor and equipment. 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, if I may take it from two angles, if I have a 
lump-sum contract with a contractor, and he discovers a neat way to 
do it and makes himself a neat profit, unless you have a renegotiation 
clause, he does not usually willingly give it up. 

In our contracts if we are doubtful of the quantity—dredging is a 
good example—if the dredging runs more than we expected by, say, 
15 or 20 percent, we have a clause in the contract to call the contractor 
in and renegotiate a new price on the basis that he figured a mobili- 
zation cost on the amount of the contract and to get a large over- 
run, his profits get much higher. 
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Mr. Anpersen. Now, Colonel, I am sure he knows you entered 
into a contract with him on a 12-month basis, did you not? You 
did not make any guaranty to him that you would find additional 
money for him to perform his contract if things proceeded more 
rapidly than you thought, did you? 

Colonel Criark. No, sir. 

Mr. AnppeRsEN. Then it seems to me right there you would have 
a right to enter into a new contract with him and say, “Mr. Jones, 
you have done mighty well here. How about a little reduction in 
your bid if we permit you to go ahead for the balance of the year if 
we can find additional. money? How about you shaving your bid 
by about $300,000?” I think you would certainly have the right to 
ask him to renegotiate at that point. 

The contract, as far as I am concerned, and as far as he is con- 
cerned and as far as you are concerned, is for the year. You do not 
owe him a thing. You do not owe him any responsibility. It is not 
up to you to say that he must be sure of working during the full 12 
months. 

That is not your responsibility. Just because the elements have 
been with him, and he has been able to keep that year’s contract and 
complete it early, Colonel, does not obligate you to him to find more 
money for him to proceed. 

; I think a true allowance for renegotiation is on both sides of the 
ence. 

Colonel Cuarx. I could ask him, but I am not sure what he would 
say. 

‘Mr. Anversen. I am a little bit afraid, as the chairman has inti- 


mated, that perhaps you people are a little too easy on these con- 
tractors. 


Thank you, Colonel. 

Mr. Maenuson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Macnuson. Colonel Clark, we did get into sort of a serious 
situation here this year where the committee was almost obligated to 
provide more money on the contract or the contractor would have had 
to shut down with the result of great dislocation, and probably in the 
end would have cost the Government more money. 

Do you feel that you can live within this $22% million without any 
question in the coming year? 

Colonel Ciarx. Yes, sir; I do, Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Maenuson. Do you propose to keep a little closer check on 
the contractor or control on the contractor than is in effect this year 
when you ran over, mostly due, I understand, to our very open 
winter out there? 

Colonel Ciarx. Mr. Magnuson, let me say that I will be sure to 
exercise all the controls that I can under the contract that the law 
will allow to prevent such a recurrence. 

I am quite sure there will be no recurrence. 

Mr. Maenuson. Will this same contractor be working there for 
some time? 

Colonel Cuarx. No, sir. He should finish about the 1st of January, 
1959, the work on the south shore. 

Mr. Maanuson. Then will you have other work on which he will 
be interested in bidding? 
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Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. So it is quite conceivable that he will get another 
contract after this one is concluded? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macnvson. I hope that he does not become too sanguine 
about the chances of getting additional money if he has another open 
winter and if he does get another contract. It shouldn’t be considered 
that an example has been set for providing the money every time a 
contractor gets into this predicament. 

I think it is up to you to warn him that the committee would not 
take a very charitable view if the same thing happens again. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Off the record. 

(Thereupon, there was a discussion off the record.) 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton, 


CHANGES IN COST ESTIMATES 


Mr. Fenton. At page 82, you make a statement that certain things 
resulted in a net decrease of $5,149,000 estimate for the powerplant, 
dam, lock. And yet there are increases in other factors so that we 
= get a net reduction of $67,000. How does that come about, sir? 

olonel CLtarx. Congressman, we go over this each year and study 
where we are, look into our previous estimates, look at the prices that 
we have had, what changes in design have been required, and then 
we total those up. In this case it came out very close to the original 
estimate. 

I have more detail if you would like it. That is, more detail on the 
various items. 

Mr. Fenton. I do not understand why if there was a decrease of 
over $5,149,000 in the factors stated there on page 82 of the justifica- 
tions that there should have been a net increase. 

Put that detail in the record. 

Colonel Crarx. All right, sir. 

(The requested information follows:) 

There has been no change in the overall cost estimate for the Ice Harbor project 
from the estimate presented during the hearings on the fiscal year 1958 appropria- 
tion bill. Various changes in the cost of featvres making up the overall estimated 


cost have changed but the increases in certain features have been offset by de- 
creases in other features. These changes in feature costs are tabulated below: 





Item Amount of | Amount of 
increase decrease 
A I Chee, oak cetndeeeredinetienctactiemniniadiniiadlitindmnaminetion 3 aa 
NINN... os centetdemindits edsdeusaiiiliaden eat eaiione athens ante aeinetiadeaiemcatpietanale De Deets 
SN, RibBaaninppacidvanctinbdcthiniininnacuvinninsedéeebinbuininaneetabnwetwsiiabntemmmialeh $2, 300, 300 
BN cadpcteinblah ewe ots cand ibatinon-a-scinineunsniesinsiindaniiligetediieintaniniincntitindiitias 603, 400 |.............. 
Be In sti cncnn ckwiiathbdsecussanipisnmnaniintiniotinningtaasnkidemiais-titia alae 2, 987, 200 
EE Fe bbb ddbw onc ccsctiiedbbeseccnknacncngnesmecconntibetiibinnatnsitedpibictiddimitdlial: 334, 800 
SE OI TOON no n.d cdcnceccncnccchencncncpntmnntausdiniddltiieinls massed: 75, 900 
CE is indntaks Dibnded inadiiiveudenssecnacuniiinimeamnamnniiestnedia 1, S70, 000 ju. cnsckccscce 
a a NT) a ak 51, 000 
SIS GUUIEIIIINT SIN iii on cece tre naoasinninsmehannanmmanemnsionts BB, GOD lactvenccsubiink 
Ine GR I os cc ddleisas tice Beinecdnnnnwsnctipinenenenmannsmmedicl LOO Lo nnuasdcandecs 
SE Pe Gs DERE IO EEE s, wublininitiicakicensctesansdeesuanésetitnien nieanintingd 1, 803, 000 


EE TI titi katt bith algihanalnrnipeicicemsidemstingna Mapameainnsiioiimandiaiaiais 2, 979, 000 
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NAVIGATION BENEFITS 


Mr. Fenton. What would be the benefit-cost ratio of this project 
if no upstream navigation were provided? That is, if those other 
three navigation dams are not provided above Ice Harbor. 

Colonel Ciarx. The present benefit to power is 80.9 percent. 
The navigation benefit is 16.3 percent. Without this, the overall 
justification would be lowered considerably. 

Mr. Fenton. Certainly there would be a reduction? 


Colonel Cuark. Yes, sir. You mean taking no navigation benefits 
whatever? 


Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Colonel CuarKx. I would have to compute it right here, sir. It 
would have to come out of the total annual benefits of $7,667,000, 
$1,250,000, which is roughly 15 percent. I can furnish what the 
benefit-to-cost ratio would be without the navigation benefits. 

Mr. Fenton. What amount in estimated navigation benefits would 
be left if there were elimination of the three other lower Snake dams? 

Colonel Cuiarx. There is to all intents and purposes little or no 
navigation on the Snake River now. Of course, if the three up- 
stream dams were not built, it would in effect preclude economical, 
modern river transportation on the Snake River. It would cut it 
off entirely. It would certainly preclude any development of it. 

Mr. Fenton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


JOHN DAY LOCK AND DAM, OREGON AND WASHINGTON 


Mr. Cannon. John Day lock and dam on the Columbia River in 


the States of Oregon and Washington, for which is requested the 
amount of $8 million. 


We will insert at this point in the record pages 85a through 92. 
(The pages are as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS IN- 
: CLUDING POWER 


Joun Day Lock anp Dam, OREGON AND WASHINGTON 

















(Continuing) 
EIR ite eta ek cin Kelnkas een ween mei amiswe dates | Saye ee 
I fl cies te ee Oo mee kah aad 8, 000, 000 
I i inn emesis 6, 000, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Ce ID. OE TAOS. on bn eet cnnceciec ew cusewes $180, 000 $100, 000 $120, 000 
Complete construction of access road._..._.....-.....----..--- 290, 000 206, 000 —84, 000 
Tnitiate relocation of railroads and highways. -_.........-..... 730, 000 434, 000 — 296, 000 
Initiate and complete first step cofferdam...............-.---- 0 3, 460, 000 3, 460, 000 
Initiate and complete 8. P. & 8. Shoofly.............-..-..--- 0 1,000, 000 1, 000, 000 
Initiate temporary field facilities._...................-..--.-.. 15, 000 300, 000 285, 000 
hii rate he wuitbinninwismneaticia 70, 000 1, 800, 000 1, 130, 000 
Supervision and administration...............--.-.-.---.-..-- 115, 000 500, 000 385, 000 
NT IS an talc nsidtienineertioangsi ncaa 2,000,000 | 8,000,000 | 6,000, 000 
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Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 


a 
ree Ok Fie Tine iin ccc ccccciccccdctcuncheccsunccenste October 1969__.... October 1966. 
ECR REE ES SA LEIP ARE FEE September 1969_...| September 1966. 
IIb on cinta tnasnidimmecttgitlbediwuichs lee votiaatanmlasiabiaiaaaaa August 1969___.... August 1966. 
OI NO acs May 1969.......... May 1966. 
a UE August 1966___.... August 1961. 
TE IE is a nennsinntcestbcsistal ll Ale Ji eae September 1969.._.| September 1966, 1 
Entire project (initial installation—12 units)....................- June 1971_.......- June 1968. j 


Location.—On the Columbia River in Oregon and Washington at about river 


mile 215, 3 miles downstream from the mouth of John Day River and at the head 
of the Dalles Dam pool. 


Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.52 to 1 for initial power installation with proportionate 
share of Columbia-Snake River navigation system benefits. 


Summarize financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost (initial installation) ..................-.....-...... $350, 000, 080: |... cnnccecccous 
NE Si I IN 4-2 ck hittin aneccsintanpehtcuindeneensinted _ hi a thee 
Ce UI an sap mained teeta ernie O ics tediscet 
OO Riles hind amen ticndiinnkstidi ind ctectnelelnlab diced bhtieaitiios Ot -tc.5.iccahicd 
Dated entianented: Brekens CON on 63. dick on cin ini cn naam bahosiddaténacsinnea’ 350, 000, 000 |................ 
Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) ................-.-.-.-.....- Cie OE OT thas onsiane 
pe | LO) SRA RES ERS ER RTT eS: ON OOO Pancnccacdonseas 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1958. ..... 2.2.2.2... 22222. ene nee nee ROO ic. Jo nodscsices 
DE UG CO iit tt citi ctenaitns <nitmelttceiintnccai abe 3, 025, 000 1 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1950_..................--....--...- 2, 000, 000 1 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959..............--...-..--.-.---..-- 344, 975, 000 |................ 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 


Type: Concrete gravity with 1 earth and rock-fill abutment. 
Height: 105 feet average effective height. 
Length: 5,800 feet. 

Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Design capacity: 2,250,000 cubic feet per second (maximum pool). 


Relocations: 

Railroads: Miles 
Seattle, Portland & Spokane... <2. ii tc sec 80 
Union Pacific: 

Pre we Sy Po oe ow ee a a. ea 59 
Brame Mae. fo go bob a ee a a 4 

Highways: 

Quedon State RieNweya 6 i eco Sake Sea Sa 32 

Washington State Highway No. 8_--........-....----------- 40 

Creeiey PGntes SHEE es ee ee eA 15 

TN SS is ceca abees 2atenn dU eae cece eee Jeena 145 

Towns: Two. 

Cemeteries: Two. 

Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
peadane (5 see GraWauwn) 4... 4 2 do an tiban edcus aonemen 140, 000 
BPE WORE 3 2a 5 coal oad oa con ae S eae Ce Owe cesineieees oll 2, 140, 000 
Flood control storage (800,000 c. f. s.)._............--.--.----- 500, 000 


se chien vt dia te Basin in ch ena Salil alta inci ai tl 2, 640, 000 





) 
| 
| 
| 
| 
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Powerhouse installation: Kilowatts 
Initial: 12 units at 100,000 kilowatts............-....---.--. 1, 200, 000 
Ultimate: 20 units at 100,000 kilowatts.............-........- 2, 000, 000 
Design head: 97 feet. 

Navigation lock: 

a Single lift. 


Size: 86 by 675 feet. 

Lift: 113-foot maximum. 
Status (January 1, 1958): Construction has not been started. 
Completion schedule: 

ower on the line, 2 units: October 1969. 

Lands and damages: September 1969. 

Relocations: August 1969. 

Dam and spillway: May 1969. 

Navigation lock: August 1966. 

Raise pool: September 1969. 

Entire project (initial installation—12 units): June 1971. 


JUSTIFICATION 


John Day lock and dam provides for an initial installation of 1,200,000 kilo- 
watts of generating capacity, 77 miles of slack-water navigation, and flood control 
storage of 500,000 acre-feet. This project is an essential unit in the authorized 
slack-water navigation and hydroelectric development of the lower 360 miles of 
Columbia River and the lower 140 miles of Snake River. 

Present and prospective power demands in the Pacific Northwest region are in 
excess of capabilities now existing or under construction, and power shortages 
retard industrial and other resource development essential to regional economic 

owth and prosecution of the national defense effort. The Pacific Northwest 

overnors’ Power Policy Committee has estimated that a power deficiency in 
excess of 1 million kilowatts will exist in the Pacific Northwest during the 1965-66 
winter season under adverse water conditions based on capabilities of projects 
now existing, under construction and assured of completion at that time. This 
prospective deficiency is expected to increase by at least 700,000 kilowatts annually 
thereafter unless additional power resources are developed. 

Construction of this project will complete the Columbia River portion of the 
Columbia-Snake navigation system by providing its longest slack-water reach 
extending from the head of the Dalles project pool to tailwater of the McNary 
project, a distance of approximately 77 miles. Waterway commerce —— the 

ohn Day site in 1956 totaled approximately 900,000 tons comprised mainly of 
petroleum products, grain, and fertilizer. The commerce past McNary has more 
than tripled in the last 5 years. Average annual traffic midway in an assumed 
50-year project life for the project has been estimated at 7,500,000 tons. 
he John Day Reservoir will be a part of the comprehensive system of reservoirs 
for the regulation of floods on the Lower Columbia River. Storage space of 
500,000 acre-feet is provided in the reservoir for this purpose. Because of its 
downstream location the space will be utilized primarily as a safety factor storage. 
The storage provided will be the most effective in reducing downstream flood 
damage, compensation for unavoidable irregularities in operation of upstream 
reservoir, and regulation of uncontrolled flows from downstream tributaries. 

In addition to the above benefits will be realized due to the reduction in pump- 
ing lift to arid irrigable lands and improvements. The reservoir will also provide 
incidental recreational benefits. 


Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied as 
follows: 


re a iM en eco anknececunnnnedan banat $180, 000 
2. Complete construction of access road-_-_-........------------- 290, 000 
3. Initiate relocation of railroads and highways____......-..--.-.-- 730, 000 
4. Iniuate temporary field facilities... 1... <2. e 15, 000 
haa as dia tails wo aaa ae 670, 000 
6. Supervision and administration --.............--.-....-.-.-..- 115, 000 

RE ees 65. cc desc Ree RR eee asdeeewee 2, 000, 000 


Non-Federat costs.— None. 
Status of local cooperation.— Not applicable. 


Comparison of Federal cost estimate—— No change from the latest estimate sub- 
mitted to Congress. 





1003 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Feature Project complete 
estimate after fiscal 
year 1959 

(1) (2) (6) 








———— | ee 



























ea i 
Lands and damages. .............--------- 200 
ONIN son Soins isbn debe diecaced 800) 
Roads including bridges_........------ 600 
Railroads including bridges... _.....-- 200 
Cemeteries, utilities, and structures. -- 000 
Reservoir... iS é 000 
Ld icdas 000 
NE tia 000 
Tn COO So icc cciik and vawibipiyansandton 474, 000 
POE rdiigcacconnaelcanahbeuninignnonty (142,481,000) 
Powerhouse. ......-.... sinilipipnahipepeinaiiliae DBs EE Sree inintaeo ng bose cilticinninegleneagééacdinn 000 
Turbines and generators... ..-.....-.-- OF; GE, GEO farce ddedcentloccbadsacadhleictiacmakete 47, 412, 000 
Switchyard, accessory, and miscella- 
neous equipment, tailrace.-........-- 8, 922, 000 vpphnaet sateeicaudaienial  eee 
Roads, railroads, and bridges.............- a ee 598, 000 
oe ete ai DRE Binahdcl auc lintisncabntent tnentiginined’ 1, 806, 000 
Be tla schdutbasinncs boduncthagteeas FE OEE tive dirtitetelguddthdaweeglscwusanagid 259, 000 
PRINT TIE 6. 0c ccc ss codcnineenidinabins 144, 000 . 144, 000 
Recreation facilities...............---..---- SEE Goce pepncwag lqmneiespoananipnaiiniianed 383, 000 
Buildings, grounds and utilities_..........- 85 OEE OO8 £563 end otnsloncsenved das otqconbanind 1, 917, 000 
Permanent operating equipment. .-......- SERIE Lontitinh tinuadisnnnddesiogs lengaghiinniines 479, 000 
Engineering and design.............-..--.- 14, 275, 000 | $1, 836, 751 10, 893, 000 
Supervision and administration. .-.-.....--- 18, 985, 000 94, 603 18, 727, 000 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
OE acini din idomduneiaeiantane , 000,000 | 1,931,354 ‘ 000 
VRAIRRNNE CIE 3 ndii cn ccenddcbacievin addict chndelvebsinbecmlrbinctonaiee 1 —15, 000 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
CIN ioc -abictneonbaravi~sdumogetis , 000,000 | 1,931, 354 1, 950, 000 |345, 125, 000 
EE, Le BSeO ER SNF Lewtecescanchadivensetce- 
Total cost (Federal funds only)..-.... 350, 000, 000 1, 950, 000 |345, 125, 000 
VUES GIGI cise pccmtivndetunccenieapukandaal 29, —150, 000 
Total obligations. .................-- 350, 000, 000 2, 100, 000 |344, 975, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds: 
OI iin scopeeg einen ninalanetimennest SU OOD been cecicnccfeentoscdanye 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956..|............ DR Ua tite cigd Paice cieietnc Mkeed eis 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_|..........--]----.------- SRST) i. WR OOD bic. .0<<n-- 
Total funds available for obligation..|............|....-.-.-... EIGN Based veind a destiteesichace 
Appropriations requived.... ..<.<c0cccencaves edocnnenanss fpacequedesesiepadenesses 2, 000, 000 |344, 975, 000 





DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 


Mr. Cannon. Here again is one of those items that the Senate 
increased last year. They put $1 million in to begin construction. 
Tell us something about the project, and tell us how far along it is at 
this time. 

Colonel Ciark. This John Day lock and dam, which is one of the 
Columbia River main stem dams, would be located behind The 
Dalles’ pool, and its pool extend to the McNary, the next one upstream. 

It is an integral part of the Columbia River navigation system, 
which will furnish slack-water navigation from tidewater at Bonne- 
ville to the vicinity of Kennewick and Pasco. 

It is, of course, a major power producer, and it has as part of its 
capacity 500,000 acre-feet of flood control storage. 

The status of it at the present time, is that we are nearing the end 
of our design stage, and are ready to let the contract for the cofferdam 
on the north shore to start construction as soon as the spring high 
water goes down. 
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RELOCATION COSTS 


Mr. Cannon. The justifications show estimated relocation costs of 
$64,916,000. Is this the latest estimate, Colonel Clark? 

Colonel Cuiarx. I did not understand. Were you referring to the 
relocation cost? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. Your cost of relocation there would be 
$64,916,000. I thought perhaps you had a more reasonable estimate. 

Colonel Cirarx. No, sir. That is the one of January 1, 1958. 

Mr. Cannon. Does that figure include relocation of the town of 
Arlington? 

Colonel Ciark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the population of that town? 

Colonel Ciarx. The population of Arlington, Oreg., is 686; and 
Boardman, Oreg., has a population of 120. 

Mr. Cannon. What is included in the relocation? Do you provide 
a new site and do you actually move the original construction, or do 
you on the new site reerect duplicate construction? 

Just what is involved in relocating towns? 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, that is another action in cooperation with the 

eople. 
, Basically, we would prefer to have the people design and build what 
they want, as long as they keep it within reason. In other words, we 
cannot give them carte blanche. We have very careful estimates of 
the value of what they are giving up and be sure that the value of 
what they are building is very reasonable. 

Mr. Cannon. Is that, in a town of that size, a very expensive oper- 
tion? You tell us, and there has been no reestimate of the relocation 
cost, but a report here by our staff on a reconnaissance trip out there 
this last summer, we have this statement: 

In review of the relocation costs on the John Day lock and dam, Columbia 
River, we were advised the Federal cost is now estimated at $100 million, com- 
pared with the July 1955, estimate of $58 million. The revised estimate repre- 
sents almost 30 percent of the total estimated cost of $350 million. 

In view of that information secured by our staff in the field on the 
site, do you still adhere to your answer to my question? 

Colonel Ciarx. Yes, sir. This, of course, is based on a detailed 
estimate prepared by the district engineer, or by the district involved, 
and it was reviewed when this was prepared on January 1. 

I am sure that there must be a misunderstanding somewhere, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The original cost was estimated to be $58 million. 
Your revised estimate of that was $64 million, really about $65 
million. 

Studies in the field indicate $100 million, but you still adhere to the 
$65 million cost? 

Colonel Cuarx. Sir, it is conceivable that as this project develops 
that this will change, but the district furnished this figure. It is also 
possible that part of the lands and damages may be mixed into this. 
It is sometimes a little bit difficult to separate relocations from lands 
and damages in a case of this kind. 

Mr. Cannon. What cost for lands and damages was estimated by 
the Corps of Engineers at this time? According to our information 
it is $64 million in total for relocations. 

Colonel Crarx. That is correct, for relocations, sir. The esti- 
mated cost of lands and damages is $11,690,000. 
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Mr. Cannon. The total of $64 million includes relocation of the 
town of Arlington? 

Colonel Ciarx. Yes, sir, the relocation figure does. 

Mr. Cannon. What part, or to what extent will the State share in 
the road relocation costs? 

Colonel Ciark. We have not come down to the point of negotiation 
directly with the States on a particular item, although we replace in 
kind when we relocate; and if the State wants something additional, 
generally speaking, they are required to undertake to pay the extra 
cost. 

Mr. Cannon. That being true, what is the urgency of undertaking 
this last project at this time? 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, it would seem to me that there are two major 
reasons. One is the integration of a comprehensive system in the 
Columbia, of which this is an integral part; and, second, the need for 
power within the foreseeable future in that part of the country. 


Mr. Cannon. You anticipate a dearth of power in the near future 
in that area? 


Colonel Cuiark. Yes, sir. 


BUDGET AMENDMENT 


Mr. Cannon. Here again you have a budget amendment. In this 
case it is an additional $6 million. What is the basis of that request 
for an additional $6 million? 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, that was part of the program, the initial part 
of the program, to speed up the prosecution of this project, and its 
eventual completion at an economical rate. 

The $6 million additional bringing the total to 8 is distributed 
through various things. The major project that we will start is the 
cofferdam on the north bank, and by that will be getting ready for 
the initiation of the construction of the dam. 

Mr. Cannon. Your explanation there seems to me to be more 
logical this time, and we apparently can get the benefit of our addi- 
tional money. 

I notice that you have moved up the date of completion of this 
power on the line in two units from October 1969 to October 1966; 
and the entire project you have moved up from 1971 to 1968. 

Apparently there is a gain there of 3 years. If that is true, the 
additional requirement is fully justified. 

Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Evins. 

Mr. Evins. I wanted to ask one or two questions. 

Colonel Clark, the John Day lock and dam you stated is the last of 
the main dams on the main stem of the Columbia that has been planned 
for some time. 

Colonel Ciark. Perhaps I should have said the lower Columbia. 


‘POWER POLICY 


Mr. Evins. It is a very important and very significant project. 
That was a project that a few years ago was much discussed in the 
Congress and in the press as one of the old partnership plans; but this 
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isnot. It is going to be built by the Government and benefit the peo- 
ple and will be repaid by the people? 

Colonel CiarK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. The so-called partnership, whereby the power com- 
panies would take the power at the dam is not going to go forward 
then ? 

Colonel Cxiark. It is not a part of this project at this time. 

Mr. Evins. The Federal Government is going to build this dam, 
and the people are going to have the benefits, and the power is going 
to repay the money into the Treasury ? 

Colonel CLark. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evrns. And the partnership has been rejected as far as the prin- 
ciple is concerned ? 

Colonel CuarK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. I would also like to point out that the Pacific Power 
Policy Committee has made a statement here on page 88. 

Mr. Fenton. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Evry: Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. I have a question along that line. This Northwest 
Power Policy Committee, and was that the predominant agency of 
their own to advise them on these matters ? 

Did the Army engineers take part in this Northwest Governors Pol- 
icy Committee work ? 

Colonel CrarK. Yes, sir; we sit in as an observer and as a part of the 
engineering subcommittee. I might say that this Governors Power 
Policy Committee has dissolved within the last 4 months. 

Mr. Razavt. Dissolved ? 

Colonel CiarK. .Yes, sir. They have ceased to exist as a committee. 
The subcommittee on engineering is still active however. There are 
other agencies within the area who also study and estimate powerloads 
and capabilities. 

We depend now mainly on the Bonneville Power Administration 
who are the principal Federal agency. 

Mr. Fenton. And that committee is out of existence now ? 

Colonel CiarK. As a functioning committee, this is my understand- 
ing; yes. 

Mr. Fenton. That is about all I wanted to ask. 

Mr. Rasavut. What is the reason for them going out of business? 
Did they accomplish all their objectives ? 

Colonel CiarK. Sir, I have been out there about 4 or 5 months. I 
have heard this. I don’t really know. I presume there were differ- 
ences of policy perhaps, sir. 

Mr. Evrys. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Maenuson. Colonel, we have many groups out in that area who 
are concerned with the problem of obtaining sufficient power for the 
area; isn’t that true? 

Colonel Ciark. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Macnuson. And it is generally accepted that we have a con- 
tinuing shortage of power out there and need to add a great amount 
annually to our generation capacity in order to keep pace with the 
requirements ? 

Colonel Ciarx. That is exactly correct, sir. 
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Mr. Maenuson. The Bonneville Power Administration itself makes 
an estimate of the prospective needs, does it not ? 

Colonel CiarK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macnuson. And that is the Government agency ? 

Colonel CrarK. Yes, and it is the one that I most depend on now. 

Mr. Macnuson. We also have the private power companies and 
some combination of the proper companies. We have the public 
utility districts, which are peculiar to the Northwest who, I think do 
very extensive research along this line. 

Colonel CLarK. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. I think I have no more questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasavut. Mr. Chairman, may I ask another question ? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes, Mr. Rabaut. 


RELOCATIONS 


Mr. Rasavut. On page 90 you have “Road relocation, including 
bridges,” $18 million-plus. Then you have “Railroads, including 
bridges,” $45 million-plus. Then you have “Cemeteries, utilities, and 
structures.” 


Is that word “structures” the part of this that refers to those 
towns? 

Colonel Crarx. I think the towns are partly in the structures, and 
partly in the lands and damages. 

Mr. Rasavut. What you have got then is lands and damages plus but 
you do not refer to the town under a specific heading ? 

Colonel Ciark. No, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. I believe the chairman referred to a report indicating 
the cost might run to $100 million. 

Lieutenant Colonel Vrv1an. I believe the problem here is a matter of 
timing. Oftentimes we develop estimates in the field and before they 
are finally approved they get out through visitors and so forth. Actu- 
ally in the case of Arlington the design of the relocation problem is 
not yet complete, so it is possible that the information upon which 
a changed estimate may be based has not yet come in for final 
approval. 

Mr. Razavt. The figures are not really firm? 

Lieutenant Colonel Vivian. They would be firm as of January 1, 
1958 ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Razsavr. I thought that was quite a spread there between $64 
and $100 million. 

Colonel Ciark. I intend to look into it. 

Mr. Rasavt. Fine. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton. 


NAVIGATION BENEFITS 


Mr. Fenton. What additional navigation tonnage and ton-miles are 
expected through the construction of the John Day lock and dam? 

Colonel Crark. Sir, they are operating through that open stretch 
of the river now, which is one method. The water is very swift; even 
so about 800,000 tons a year moves from the Dalles pool to McNary. 
In our older estimate of what we expected the navigation to be, the 
anticipated future commerce in this area was expected to average 
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4,600,000 tons over a 50-year period, of which 1,083,000 tons were 
credited as originating or destined to the John Day pool alone. 


FLOOD-CONTROL BENEFITS 


Mr. Fenton. With the reported great need for additional flood- 
control storage in the Columbia River Basin, why was the flood-control 
storage at this project reduced to one-quarter of the 2 million acre-feet 
recommended earlier, in House Document 531? 

Colonel Ciark. Sir, we must balance what we would like to have 
against what it is practical to have. The 2 million acre-feet of flood- 
control storage in the John Day pool would cause wide fluctuation in 
pool level, and since this is the populated part of the valley, we found 
that the impact was so great that it was advisable to give up that river 
flood-control storage and confine ourselves to 500,000 acre-feet in the 
interests of the developments on both sides of the river. 

This, of course, as I think you know was before the committees of 
Congress. 

Mr. Fenton. This seems to be contrary to what was stated in House 
Document 531 which stated that— 


Local people have cooperated in planning this project in an admirable spirit, 
contrasting with narrower points of view often expressed. This is fortunate, 
especially since the flood-control features of this project could not be replaced 
elsewhere. 

Is it not true, however, that the Corps of Engineers have changed 
their mind on the storage problem and now feel that to achieve a 
reasonable flood-control development in the Columbia River Basin 
there should be an equitable distribution of flood-control storage to 
the various major tributaries somewhat in line with their flood flow 
contribution? And is it not true that the corps now believes that there 
can be numerous alternate projects which will achieve the desired end 
results ? 

Colonel Crark. Congressman, I think we have always recognized 
that there were various other projects, the thing about John Day was 
that it was so far downstream that you could reserve that flood 
storage at the last minute. 

It is an emergency brake, and you could knock off a couple of mil- 
lion acre-feet, but the price was very high. Alternate storage up- 
stream could probably have controlled this similarly and achieved the 
same 800,000 feet per second. 

The John Day storage that we have given up was pretty good 
storage and very unique storage in its way, but it can be replaced, 
and I do not think that the eventual plan for a flood-control plan for 
the Columbia has been damaged forever. 

Mr. Fenton. It did not change the height of the dam? 

Colonel CuarK. Yes, it changes the height of the dam and the flood- 
control pool. ; 

Mr. Fenton. There have been proposals in the past relative to 
construction of the power features of this project by non-Federal 
interest. : eee 

How long in point of time could such participation be effected, 
providing authorization is given? 

Colonel CrarK. May I make sure I have the question, sir. That is, 
you would like to know at what time in the prosecution of the project 
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it will be possible for the authorizing act to be amended so as to allow 
another industry or an industry group to take over the power facility ? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Colonel Crarx. Sir, let me answer it this way: that at the direc- 
tion of the Congress, I think we could perhaps transfer the facilities 
at any time they so directed us. Whether they would have to build 
it—in other words, whether or not we would have to stop in order to 
let someone else build it is much more difficult it seems to me than if 
we go ahead and build it and sell it or otherwise transfer it as the 
Congress might direct. 

Mr. Fenton. It could be effected ? 

Colonel CiarK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. All right. Thank you. 

Mr. Cannon. We will resume at 2 o’clock. 


COLUMBIA RIVER FISHERIES DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 


Mr. Cannon. Resuming our inquiry on the Columbia Basin, we 
come to the Columbia River fishery development program, for which 
$1,600,000 is requested. 

We will insert pages 92a through 96 in the record at this point. 

(The above-mentioned pages follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—COLUMBIA RIVER FISH FACILITIES 


CONSTRUCTION 
CoLUMBIA RIVER FISHERIES DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Ee, IED 5 ennniestcinemennaped nian emceninnaniarntinpinacemmntsanmmaiemnatiaennab $1, 000, 000 
De I IOIN UE a:sii rvaincs pscietplacln bapsech ecengthecabeiasahi a tinlipinanpeiagatendpmaiedameenindadeeendatey 1, 600, 000 
OCI: Tae IIE rR aia hn ot sects ect scaeseeectcenaen 600, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

Hatcheries: 
Hood and Carson Springs. .................-.......<s-<<.- $20, 000 $20, 000 0 
Little White Salmon_............... Aiibndinewsdvineniinat 40, 000 40, 000 0 
CE DES, 26s ccttcdwnpeddh chiding denne anieeibmieiam 36, 000 36, 000 0 
Oe no. cnc k seraa chee ieiieliomitompeiedatieaGiaania 20, 000 20, 000 0 
I. os. - cicha dns onsipqhaasstren cdbebakase paeneae 38, 000 638, 000 $600, 000 
ND .., in nsdaniatnnnaskbabsoseiinenanen 390, 000 390, 000 0 
Berea GT CITOTOING ak 6.5 = bbe anid nd dee teccnacincneneeande 214, 000 214, 000 0 
I BI sini n shivredicglnnniin agin onnenmedannitndlamaaa 134, 000 134, 000 0 
Administration and inspection ...........................--<.- 108, 000 108, 000 0 
I So AEL 5 inna dik hdbeeitsiniadinaadhibaiiatseiennehGid 1, 000, 000 1, 600, 000 600, 000 


Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 
I aie arehnsitn tuts vitnsieniliaiiattalndibisensetiatitalademmenit at October 1965___._- October 1965. 
Hatcheries __..__-- cnsisacspsu bs abr ences adieabaie ean eee October 1964___...| October 1964. 
CaN TONNE oo iid es et i Rn klieanthies ela. October 1965.__...| October 1965. 


PHORREE GEIIOE Sisk dba chia pad idiidce ned emscekscmminbnstseenan June 1963_......... June 1963, 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount {total percentage 

of estimated 

Federal cost 


eee: eatinenien Pederal Ghat — oo clk ee sence ctbaces cede le $27, 843, 






Total appropriation to June 30, 1957. __.......-...---.-----...-.--..-----.. a 8 |} eee 
Reimbursements from other agencies__...........- EE vitae atics reeasiins 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1958__._.........-_-.- wr BGR Oe lacs dacddo cscs 
Total appropriations and reimbursements to date_.............. 15, 351, 000 55 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__.._.__...--.-.-..-2--.--.2 2. 1, 000, 000 58 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. _............2.----2 eee lle Th GY Ldoedoeneversbts 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Authorization: Act approved May 11, 1938 (52 Stat. 345) as amended by the 
act of August 8, 1946 (60 Stat. 932). 
Location and description: 

Hatcheries: Renovation and enlargement of 7 existing hatcheries, plus con- 
struction of 24 new stations, 1 nutritional laboratory, and 1 quality control 
laboratory. 

Location: 15 in the State of Oregon and 16 in the State of Washington, 
all on tributaries to the Columbia River, and both laboratories in the 
State of Washington. 

Stream improvement: A comprehensive program of stream clearance to 
make many additional miles of streambed available for natural spawning; 
laddering hitherto impassable barriers in the streams to provide access 
for salmon and steelhead to their upper reaches; and installing a system 
of screens along those streams whose waters are utilized for irrigation 
or hydroelectric generation. 

Location: All those streams located within the Columbia Basin which 
are suitable for propagation of anadromous fish. 

Project appraisal: Necessary investigations and surveys prior to construc- 
tion to determine feasibility and suitability of proposed locations. Con- 
struction of devices for measuring annual returns and progress made 
under the program. 

Location: Traps, racks, and weirs at strategic points on tributaries 
to Columbia River. 
Scheduled completion : 

Date: Current outlook places final completion, dependent on provisions of 
funds as requested: Hatcheries, October of 1966; stream improvement, Oc- 
tober of 1966 ; project appraisal, June of 1963. 

Status: Hatcheries are 41 percent completed ; stream improvement program, 
88 percent; screening of diversions, 15 percent, and project appraisal 47 
percent. 

JUSTIFICATION 


The development of the tremendous power potential of the Columbia River, 
as well as the control of floods and the needs for irrigation and navigation, 
has resulted in a program of construction of major dams. These structures 
have blocked and impeded the access of salmon and steelhead to their spawning 
areas. Additional dams will further reduce productivity and endanger the com- 
mercial, sport, and Indian subsistence fishery for these species, valued at ap- 
proximately $20 million annually. To counteract, insofar as possible, the ex- 
pected damage to this resource, the Fish and Wildlife Service, in cooperation 
with the States of Idaho, Oregon, and Washington, prepared a program for the 
maximum production of salmon and steelhead in streams tributary to the Co- 
lumbia River. This program includes the clearance of obstructions from streams 
to permit passage of fish, the construction of fishways over waterfalls, the con- 
struction and emplacement of screening devices at hydroelectric and irrigation 
diversions, and the construction of hatcheries and other facilities for the protec- 
tion and development of salmon and steelhead. 

By State law many important tributaries to the Columbia River have been 
set aside as fish sanctuaries. Abatement of pollution in these tributary streams 
and in the main stem of the Columbia is progressing satisfactorily. Actions 
looking toward increased utilization and corresponding production of salmon 
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and steelhead in the streams protected by law and in those where pollution is 
being abated await the receipt of additional appropriations to carry forward the 
program as originally set out. 

Fiscal year 1959.—Unless funds are provided as requested for all agencies 
participating in the program, the result can only be a further delay in construc- 
tion of these facilities for which there is urgent need. To maintain even an 
outside possibility of completing the program within the present delayed con- 
struction schedule, the amount of $1 million is required for fiscal year 1959. 
Funds requested will continue the construction of Grays River hatchery and 
upper Klickitat Falls fishway; add necessary facilities at Little White Salmon 
hatchery ; permit acquisition, planning, and design for installations at Hood and 
Carson Springs and at Spirit Lake hatchery; continue activities under the 
stream improvement, screening of diversions, and project appraisal portions of 
the program; and provide adequate administration, supervision, engineering, 
and inspection. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 












Current | Budget fis- 


complete 
year 1959 
(6) 


$11, 492, 000 


| | | | 


METHOD OF FINANCING 
idl cdtcanactancnineenceiabekorgummetad 
Reimbursements from other agencies 
Unobligated carryover from prior years....|............ bbtneddaddde 

Total funds available for obligation 


Appropriations required 


ee 


INCREASE IN ESTIMATED COST 


Mr. Cannon. That total estimated cost of this program has been 
increased from $24,753,000 to $27,843,000. Why has this large in- 
crease been necessary ? 

Colonel Crark. Mr. Hagen will answer that, sir. 

Mr. Hacen. Sir, in 1957, when first funds were provided for Idaho 
under this program, preliminary surveys were made, and we have 
now included a rather substantial addition of funds for Idaho. 

Mr. Cannon. The three States then—Washington, Idaho, and 
Oregon ? 

Mr. Hacen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. On what basis are funds made available to the re- 
spective States? 

Mr. Hacen. The States have funds made available to them after ap- 
proval of individual fishery projects by the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The basis of the program as authorized by Congress was to compen- 
sate, in part at least, for the construction of dams in the main stem 
of the Columbia River. The States had some facilities and funds 
were required to improve these and to add additional facilities. 

Mr. Cannon. To what extent do the States contribute ? 

Mr. Hacen. The States do not contribute except insofar as they 
were contributing prior to the inception of this program in 1949. 
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However, they do provide all lands on which facilities are constructed. 

Mr. Cannon. All rights-of-way ? 

Mr. Hacen. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You are emphasizing here the stream improvement. 
What is being accomplished this year under the stream improvement 
activity ? 

Mr. Hacen. We have in the budget $390,000 for this activity. The 
major portion of this will be utilized in Washington State where there 
are many smaller tributary streams in the lower river where obstruc- 
tions will be removed to permit salmon to move to new spawning 
grounds. This has been a major part of the program; opening new 
areas to permit natural reproduction. 


HATCHERY PROGRAM 


Mr. Cannon. I don’t recall that, heretofore, we have discussed in 
any detail the hatcheries. What is the status of the hatchery program 
at this time in the States? 

Mr. Hacen. Under this program it was intended that some 30 
hatcheries be constructed or hatcheries reconstructed. Approximately 
one-half of this work has been completed. However, it is anticipated 
that Idaho also will require hatcheries to maintain runs, particularly 
in the Salmon River. 

From the start of the program in 1949, hatcheries were included. 
Hatcheries of the Fish and Wildlife Service and of the States have 
been reconstructed and some additional hatcheries have been built. 
More must be built. 

Mr. Cannon. The natural spawning grounds of the salmon are 
always lakes high up in the mountains? 

Mr. Hagen. Not necessarily so, sir. Lakes are associated with the 
red blueback, or sockeye salmon. This species of salmon requires lakes 
in which they mature prior to ascending tributary streams to spawn. 
These salmon—the bluebacks—once ascended the Columbia into Brit- 
ish Columbia. Grand Coulee Dam blocked this migration. 

Mr. Cannon. There is no way for them to pass Grand Coulee? 

Mr. Hacen. There is no way to pass. With tremendous expense, 
we could have trapped them and carried them around. However, dur- 
ing the time the young fish would be coming downstream, there was 
no way of getting them down over that high dam. We, as yet, have 
no assured way to get fish over high dams. 

Mr. Cannon. Either going up or coming back ? 

Mr. Hacen. Passing adult salmon upstream is not the problem that 
we encounter in getting the young fish downstream. The fish with 
which we are dealing in this program are middle or lower Columbia 
River salmon, primarily fall and spring Chinook. 

Mr. Cannon. Closing them off from their spawning grounds would 
mean extinction of the species ? 

Mr. Hagen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. These hatcheries are to preserve all species ? 

Mr. Hacen. To the extent possible. We expect to have our major 
success with the fall chinook salmon, and initial successes are now 
apparent. The spring chinook will be maintained, inasmuch as the 
fish ladders will provide access to the spawning grounds. These 
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species are 4-year salmon; that is, they return to spawn in their fourth 
ear. 
- Mr. Cannon. Most of them for 1 year? 

Mr. Hagen. Only pink salmon jacks or precocious males, and we 
have very few pink salmon on the Catianbin Pink salmon are abun- 
dant in Alaska. 

Mr. Cannon. Is this hatchery program, together with the installa- 
tion of ladders and runways, preserving salmon, preserving that 
source of food supply adequately ? 

Mr. Hacen. We are very hopeful for the success of it, but we are 
not through with the program. Considering that the life cycle of 
most of these salmon is 4 years, we could anticipate indications of 
success in 4 years, but probably 8 or 12 years will be required. It will 
take a number of years before we realize the full results from the 
program. Some of the earlier hatcheries and some of the earlier 
stream-clearance work now have resulted in good returns of fish to 
these streams where none or few existed before. 

Mr. Cannon. Your completion schedule is extended from October 
1962 to June 1963. How much has been spent to date on this activity, 
and what will be the total cost? That is on your project appraisal. 

Mr. Hacen. Our total estimated cost for the program now is slightly 
over $1 million for project appraisal. To June 30 last, one-half mil- 
lion dollars. 

Mr. Cannon. If we should fail to include this $600,000, what would 
be the effect ? 

Mr. Hacen. That $600,000 is intended to be utilized for the con- 
struction of a hatchery. The effect would be to delay the program. 

Mr. Cannon. You have quite a number of hatcheries that are listed 
on page 92a, but nothing is provided for any of the other ones, 

Mr. Hacen. There is but one new hatchery. 


GRAY’S RIVER HATCHERY 


Mr. Cannon. And this one, the Gray’s River hatchery, has a $600,- 
000 increase? Where is that Gray’s River hatchery ? 

Mr. Hacen. It is near the mouth of the Columbia River on the 
Washington shore. 

Mr. Cannon. It is a rather large amount to ask for one hatchery, 
is it not? 

Mr. Hacen. No, sir; it is not. Complete facilities for feeding fish, 
rearing, et cetera, will be required. 

Mr. Cannon. Have the others that have been built all cost $600,000 ? 

Mr. Hagen. No, sir; they have not, as yet. Hood and Carson 
Springs hatcherys estimated cost is $120,000. 

The total cost of the Little White Salmon hatchery is $606,000. 

Mr. Cannon. What is it about the Gray’s River hatchery that re- 
quires this large sum at this time when you are not providing anything 
at all for the rest of them ? 

Mr. Hagen. Sir, this is the increase we have asked over the original 
1959 budget. The revised estimate, as you see in the center column, 
provides for certain activities : $20,000, to start on a hatchery that will 
cost a total of $450,000. As I mentioned the Little White hatchery 
will cost $606,000. 
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Mr. Cannon. When will this hatchery be in operation? 

Mr. Hagen. It should be in operation a year after we start this 
construction, providing we have sufficient funds to complete it. 

Mr. Cannon. What will be its annual product ? 

Mr. Hagen. About 120,000 pounds of salmon. 

Mr. Cannon. How many fish to a pound ? 

The Wrrness. The number varies greatly but 6-inch fingerlings 
would run about 10 to the pound. 

Mr. Cannon. Where are they placed ? 

Mr. Hacen. They will be placed in Gray’s River and in other 
streams to establish new or to augment existing runs. When the 
return from the ocean these fish will spawn naturally, and also will 
provide spawn to further the program. 

Mr. Cannon. You have need for a large number of hatcheries all 
up and down the coast. Is this the only one in which the plans and 

ifications have been completed sufficiently to warrant appropria- 
tion for construction or have you others in the same class? 

Mr. Hacen. That is the only one where we are presently prepared 
to request total funds for the complete hatchery in 1959. 

Mr. Cannon. Will you have others ready ? 

Mr. Hacen. We will; yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? Mr. Evins. 


ECONOMIC VALUE OF PROGRAM 


Mr. Evins. Mr. Hagen, this overall fishery program costs about $28 
million. How much is the economic value of this whole program ? 
What will be its return ? 

Mr. Hacen. Our most recent survey in cooperation with the States 
and with the industry was to the effect that the salmon commercial 
and sport fishery on the Columbia River was slightly under $20 mil- 
lion annually. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, $28 million is the overall cost and the 
annual income is about $20 million annually ? 

Mr. Hagen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. So that within a year and a half, it would have repaid 
the cost. Does this go to private industry or how is this $20 million 
annually distributed ? 

Mr. Hacen. Much of it goes to industry, to the salmon canning and 
curing industry. In recent years the sport industry has mounted 
tremendously. 

Mr. Evins. Of course, it is a great industry, and we want to preserve 
a great industry, but the Government is spending $28 million to foster 
and promote it, and how much of that annual $20 million goes into the 
coffers of private industry, approximately ? 

Mr. Hacen. I would say $15 million. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, you are subsidizing the salmon industry 
to the tune of about $15 million annually ? 

Mr. Hagen. May I say that the Congress is providing funds to 
preserve an industry that was there prior to the construction of the 
dams. 

Mr. Evins. All right. That is a good statement. I notice that you 
state here in your justification that by State laws certain rivers have 
been set aside for fish sanctuary. 
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How does this program tie in with the State laws in the various 
States? Just tell the committee how it operates. 

Mr. Hacen. At the request of the State agencies and the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the legislatures of both Washington and Oregon set 
aside certain streams that were not to be preserved for reproduction 
of salmon. That was to further this program. 

Mr. Evins. I do not want to take up the committee’s time, but in 
other words, the States have set aside certain streams. Nobody is sup- 
posed to touch them. 

Salmon will naturally spawn and reproduce themselves, but in the 
development of the Columbia River, it has become necessary that we 
move into this extra business. This is an industry that the States 
alone could not preserve; is that correct ? 

Mr. Hacen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evrns. These ones that have been reserved have been wholly 
within the State or not? 

Mr. Hacen. Wholly within the State, but even they were not 
inviolate. 

BUDGET AMENDMENT 


Mr. Evtns. What was the contributing factor that brought about 
the necessity or the desire or the demand to raise the budget to 
$600,000 for this 1 hatchery for next year? 

Your original budget was $1 million. The revised estimate was 
$1,600,000. What pressures resulted in that increase ? 

Mr. Hacen. Our original budget for 1959 was $1,600,000. It was 
deemed desirable to reduce it to $1 million. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, the Budgt Bureau cut you down to $1 
million; and when the committee asked you for revisions, you were 
able to go back to your original budget ? 

Mr. Hagen. That is correct. 

Mr. Evrins. So this revised budget represents your original recom- 
mendation ? 

Mr. Hagen. That is correct. 

Mr. Evrns. I think that is all. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Maenuson. This program essentially was set up to compensate 
for the damage done to fishery resulting from construction of Federal 
dams on the Columbia River, is that right ? 

Mr. Hagen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maenuson. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton. 


POLLUTION ‘PROBLEM 


Mr. Frenron. This stream clearance that has been mentioned here— 
we had considerable stream pollution in one of the chief tributaries, 
but that is rapidly being cleared up. What caused that? 

Mr. Hacen. There has been considerable pollution from paper mills. 
Public opinion has forced a change in their methods. e are well 
pleased with the efforts of the States in eliminating pollution from the 
Columbia and its tributaries. 

Mr. Fenton. Has pollution contributed much to the decrease of the 
salmon population ? 
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Mr. Hacen. To some extent. However, the major runs of salmon 
were in the middle and upper tributaries where pollution was not a 
major adverse factor. 

HATCHERIES 


Mr. Fenton. What tributaries of the Columbia are fish hatcheries 
now located on or to be located on? 

Mr. Hacen. That is quite a list, sir. May I provide that for the 
record ? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes; please provide that for the record. 

To what extent is it expected that the adverse fishery effects of ex- 
isting dams on the new construction in the Columbia River Basin 
will be overcome by this? 

Mr. Hacen. We have hoped that we might increase the productivity 
of the middle and lower Columbia area in salmon by as much as 75 
percent. However, we will not be able to compensate for the loss 
of the most valuable of the runs, the spring Chinook. They are up- 
river fish, and we have tried unsuccessfully to acclimate these fish to 
the lower streams. 

We are confident that we can build up the fall Chinook runs con- 
siderably in the lower river. 

Mr. Cannon. Doctor, you asked for a list of all the hatcheries. 
Would it be agreeable if we had added to that dates on which plan- 
ning would be complete, when they would be ready for construction? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Hagen. Yes; wecan supply that. 

(The requested information follows:) 
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CotumsBiA River FisHerRtES DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 


Hatchery program 









Hatchery Location Tributary location Status of project ! 
Fish and Wildlife Service: 
p\. | eee Longview, Wash...._| Abernethy Creek -...........-.- 1958. 
adn ...-|-Carson, Wash__.___. , CU Ne eS onghet 
Eagle Creek... _..._-_- Eagle Creek, Oreg...| Eagle Creek (Willamette River) - 0. 
ee. and Carson | Underwood, Wash..| Columbia River_..............-- 1959. 
prings. 

Little White Salmon._...| Cook, Wash__.......| Little White Salmon River...._- Completed. 
Spirit Lake__........... Castle Rock, Wash_.| Toutle River (Cowlitz River)__.| 1959. 
Spring Creek... .....__- Underwood, Wash__| Columbia River.............---- Completed. 

arm Springs-_......... “ Springs, Warm Springs River_.__....--- 1960. 

reg. 
Wiltetl.. 235. ...-. 2) Wierd Weds... 245 Little White Salmon River-_._..- Completed. 
Oregon Fish Commission: 
) eee Astoria, Oreg.....__- Do. 
Bonneville............-. Bonneville, Oreg___- Do. 
COS ois cds Eagle Creek, Oreg -- — construc- 
on. 
Cedar Creek............ Sandy, Oreg........| Cedar Creek (Sandy River)... Do. 
Deschutes... ...........- Miller, Oreg.........| Deschutes River........-..---.- 1960. 
HeOG Wever.is:....05hci Dee; Ore... .2505><.- a takk deeb se edesnta 1960. 
} RO ae eee i) ee PO eee 1961. 
Klaskanine............- Astoria, Oreg........| Klaskanine River. -...........--- — eonstruc- 
ion. 
egos doe ndeducs Sisters, Oreg.......- — River (Deschutes | 1962. 
ver). 
North Santiam..-....._- Ce isbn cee Nofth. Santiam River (Willa- | 1962. 
mette River). 
Cn ews sass 3 Conem Locks, Herman Creek_...........------ Completed. 
reg. 


Washington State Depart- 
ment of Fisheries: 
CR a oe Packwood, Wash_-_. 
Elokomin Cathlamet, Wash _- 





Ce Shin. oconinnsnncus 1961. 
Elokomin River..............--- Semeeees. 


Grays River............ Grays River, Wash.| Grays River. -_-_............---- 1959. 

MM go cttict wis ctvon Kalama, Wash... _- Kalama River..............-.--.. — construc- 
tion. 

RS oe ee Glenwood, Wash_...| Klickitat River. _.-.........---- Completed. 

TO ks danih o4 Seek Toutle, Wash-______- Toutle River (Cowlitz River) __- 0. 

Washougal._.............| Washougal, Wash...| Washougal River__...........-- Do. 

Yokims..............-+...) Sekine; Wadi... Fens MIWP. . 25k. csc css 1960. 





1 Completed, under construction, or year construction planned. 
2 Includes those completed or substantially completed and in operation. 


Mr. Fenton. Last year I asked a question about the extent of the 
loss of fish, salmon, caused by these high dams, and asked that it be 
iw? in the record. I notice that it was a considerable amount; is that 
right ? 

Mr. Haagen. Yes, it has been considerable, but I would not venture 
to say just how much. 

Mr. Fenton. We have some figures that it was a couple hundred 
thousand. 


Mr. Hagen. I would not venture to say how much it was myself. 
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 


Mr. Fenton. If this program is so important, and I think it is 
myself, why has it been slowed down this year in comparison to fiscal 
year 1958, including $638,000 carryover ? 

That is an arbitrary figure given by the boys downtown. 

Mr. Hagen. Our budget is prepared in the field by our people in 
cooperation with the States. We establish priorities on which proj- 
ects should come first, where the States and the Service want them, 
and consider the status of the engineering required. 

On that basis, our request for funds is prepared. 
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Mr. Fenton. This fiscal year there were $4,600,000 unobligated 
funds. Is there any carryover this year? 

Mr. Hagen. We anticipated a carryover of approximately $220,000. 

Mr. Fenton. It is not noted here so that is wis I asked the question. 

Would you say that this program could be charged up to the par- 
ticular dams that adversely affect the fish runs? 

_ Mr. Hagen. We advocated at one time that the power be the prin- 
cipal product, that this program could be financed through an in- 
crease in the power rates. 

Mr. Fenton. They can make plenty of money out there without 
raising the rates. They could easily pay for a little project like this. 
Mr. Hagen. This program is handled and is charged to the dams 
being constructed by the Corps of Engineers, but not to each individ- 
ual dam. 
LOSS OF FISH GOING DOWNSTREAM 


Mr. Fenton. So much has been said about the fish getting up the 
stream. What about the mortality rate of the fish coming Tin 
stream? Is there any improvement in that? 

Mr. Hacen. No improvement to which we can point with any 
certainty. There is an installation going in at Brownlee Dam on the 
Snake River called a skimmer device which acts as a sieve and re- 
moves the small fish. There is no certainty that this device is going 
to be the answer. 

Mr. Fenton. Is the mortality rate very great ? 

Mr. Hagen. We have had no experience with it as yet, but we do 
not anticipate mortality. The primary concern is holding the skim- 
mer device in the river. 

Mr. Fenton. A lot of those fish cannot get back downstream, and 


’ they live in the lakes and the streams? 


Mr. Hagen. Many, particularly blueback or sockeye salmon, are 
staying in lakes. They become landlocked. They are a favorite sport 
fish. On the other hand, those fish can go to the ocean if they wish; 
but when they come to the dam they usually are headed toward the 
ocean and will either go into the turbines or over the spillways. 

ane will find the entrance to the fish ladder and go down that 
safely. 

Mr. Fenton. But very few come back; is that right? 

Mr. Hacen. There must be a considerable number coming back. 

There is mortality of young fish going through the turbines or over 
the spill, yes, but there must be considerable numbers surviving or 
there would not now be many fish returning. 

Mr. Fenton. I think it is an extremely important industry out 
there, and I think we should preserve it. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


RESTRICTIONS ON COMMERCIAL FISHING 


Mr. Fenton. Was there any conservation—by that I mean the 
commercial industries—were they restricted to a certain degree, on 
how many fish they could catch—any restriction like that? 

Mr. Hacen. Yes. It was not how many fish they could catch. It 
was the length and depth of nets, the size of mesh and the days they 
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could fish in the on The number of days open to net fishing in the 
Columbia River has been reduced to about 176 days. 

Over the years there has been a tremendous decrease in numbers of 
fishing days. 

Mr. Fenton. De se think that has any bearing on diminishing 
the amount of fish today ? 

Mr. Hagen. Yes. Of course, if the States had not reduced fishing 
to some extent, we might not have had any fish today to worry about. 

It is difficult for us to judge the effect of Bonneville Dam, even 

after these many years, because both of the States have gone to ex- 
treme lengths through limiting the fishing seasons to be sure and 
og certain segments of the run that seemed to be threatened, 
ike the blueback salmon. That run has been maintained and in- 
creased, despite the dam. However, we cannot attribute to the dam 
any beneficial effects. The restrictions placed upon the fishing for 
that species by the States permitted preservation and some increase 
of the runs. 

Mr. Fenton. May I ask one final question. Those salmon that are 
landlocked in the lakes and do not get back to the ocean—is there any 
_ difference in the taste of those salmon from an ocean salmon ? 

Mr. Hagen. I would not venture a guess on that. 
Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 
(Discussion off the record.) 


ATTEMPTS TO RECREATE SPAWNING AREAS 


Mr. Ranaut. Some years ago we held up certain projects because 
we were attempting to transplant to recreate the spawning grounds. 
Do you remember that ? 

r. Hagen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. How successful, was that? 

From farther north we brought them down the river so they would 
be below the dam. Did they return to those grounds? 

Mr. Hacen. Very few of them. I recall you mentioned that. As 
I refer back, that was in the Wind River primarily in Washington. 
We had very few—just a half dozen, that came back. 

Mr. Razaut. How young were they when you took them there? 

Mr. Hagen. They were taken into the hatchery as eggs and were 
reared in that water and released. They did not return, whereas we 
know that if we had taken fish from a nearby stream, reared them in 
this hatchery, and released the young fish they would have returned 
to the new river in which the were reared. 

Mr. Razavt. Is that because it is about the same distance from the 
ocean ¢ 

Mr. Hagen. We do not know. 

Mr. Ragavt. Or is it just that homing instinct that they have? 

Mr. Hacen. We do not know how that works, how they identify 
the water of this stream, but they will pass the home stream of their 
parents and go to this new stream into which they were released. 

Mr. Rasavut. And they stay in the mouth of the river until their 
time to spawn ? 

Mr. Hacen. Yes. Incidentally the spring runs, the spring Chinook, 
enter the Columbia River in the spring. These fish have a long journey 
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ahead, and their flesh is prime. On the other hand, the fall Chinook 

may spawn only 10 miles above the mouth of the Columbia, so it may 

o almost ready to spawn when it enters the river. Its flesh is less 
rm. 

That: is the difference. 

Mr. Rasaur. By the way, how far have you discovered these fish 
have gone when you have tagged them ? 

Mr. Hagen. We know that the Columbia River Chinook salmon are 
caught off southeastern Alaska. When the young leave the Columbia 
River, most apparently go up the coast. A large number of adult 
Chinook salmon were caught a number of years ago in Alaska, tagged 
and released. Most of these returned as adults to the Columbia 
River. The Columbia River produces about 60 percent of the 
canned Chinook salmon of the United States and Alaska. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. Taking up operation and maintenance, for which is 
‘requested, $11,995,400, we will insert pages 97 through 102 in the 
record. 


(The above-mentioned pages follow:) 
JUSTIFICATION OF THE ESTIMATE 


1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $3,865,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on 4 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of main- 
taining the navigation channels by means of dredging, and periodic inspections 
and surveys to determine conditions of the projects for programing purposes and 
providing navigation interests with adequate information on existing channel 
conditions; all as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. 
This estimate includes $155,000 of the $2 million provided in the budget for 
reduction of the backlog of urgently needed maintenance work. 
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4. Lower Columbia River fish sanctuary program 


Funds requested reflect only the additional recurring costs resulting from the 
construction of new or the enlargement of existing facilities under the Columbia 
River fish sanctuary program. Operation and maintenance funds for facilities 
and activities in operation prior to the inception of the program will continue 
to be provided by the respective agencies involved. To assure maximum pro- 
duction and efficient operation at those facilities constructed under the pro- 
gram, it will be necessary to provide funds in the amount of $1,415,000 for fiscal 
year 1959. Funds so provided will permit continued operation at 19 hatcheries, 
make possible the maintenance of an unimpeded pathway for migrating salmon 
during their return at spawning season, continue the important function of 
observing and assessing the accomplishments under the program, and cover costs 
of administration and supervising the overall planning of the program. Funds 
obligated under this program during fiscal year 1957 amounted to $1,261,177 and 
obligations in fiscal year 1958 are estimated at $1,328,551. 


Obligations 


| Fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal year 

1957 19. 959 
| (estimate) (estimate) 
iia angina obras eee ee an ae grnnt etary pastaicceinniepsiesealibesiingenieieSe lites 
Grand total, Columbia Basin._...._- $8, 784, 302 |$11, 509, 559 |$12, 086, 400 | Includes an estimated $91,000 
unobligated balance 
brought forward. 





Less unobligated balance brought |............]...........- —91, 000 
forward from fiscal year 1958. 


Appropriation request, fiscal |............|...........- 11, 995, 400 
year 1959. | 


NAVIGATION PROJECTS 


Mr. Cannon. Please explain the need for the increase of $482,000 
for operation and maintenance of navigation projects in the Columbia 
Basin. 

Colonel CLiark. The major increases are spread over the routine 
maintenance required in the lower Columbia. 

Over last year we have had an increase in the lower Willamette 
River below Vancouver, Wash. and Oregon, and it appears a little 
more should be done this year than we did last year. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Rabaut. 


PROJECTS FOR WHICH NO CONSTRUCTION FUNDS WERE APPROPRIATED 
IN 1958 


Mr. Razavrt. Colonel Penney, there are a number of projects in this 
budget which had no construction funds in fiscal year 1958. 

Please put a list of these projects in the record and tell us if any 
of them are actually new starts. 

Colonel Penney. We will be glad to insert that list, sir. None of 
them is a new start. 

Mr. Raravrt. Is that because each of these has had a construction 
appropriation previously ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Raravt. Is that the usual and generally accepted criterion ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. That is a general definition of a new 
start, a project that has not had construction funds previously ap- 
propriated. 
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Mr. Rasavt. In other words, if you had some construction funds, 
we will say, in 1954, and had not done anything since, it would not be 
a new start because you had started the construction in 1954? 

Colonel Penney. If the construction had been stopped, rather than 
delayed for some reason, we would consider that a new start, or more 
specifically a resumption. , 

Mr. Rasavt. A resumption, but if it was just delayed, then it is still 
not a new start? 

Colonel Penney. Then we consider it as not a new start. It isa 
continuing project. 

Mr. Raxsavut. What is the generally accepted definition of a new 
construction start? 

Colonel Penney. A project for which construction funds have not 
been previously appropriated or if funds for construction have been 
previously appropriated, the project was stopped. 

Mr. Evins. By whom? 

Colonel Penney. By administrative action or congressional action, 
sir, or by circumstances such as at the time of the Korean emergency, 
when there were a number of projects that were discontinued. 

Mr. Razavt. But there were no new ones among these ? 

Colonel Penney. No, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. These are all regular continuing construction projects ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Raravt. I think that gives me the information that I desired. 
co are going to put the list of these projects in the record, are you 
not ¢ 
Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 


Prosects INCLUDED IN THE Fiscat YEAR 1959 Bupeet ror WuHicH No Funpbs 
WERE APPROPRIATED FOR IN Fiscat YEAR 1958 


Port Austin Harbor, Mich. 

Buffalo Harbor, N. Y. 

Clear Creek Drainage and Levee District, Illinois 
Canton, Mo. 

Red River at the North, Minn. and N. Dak. 
Canyon Reservoir, Tex. 

Jackson Hole, Wyo. 

Hartwell Reservoir, Ga. and S. C. 


HAWAII, ALASKA, PUERTO RICO 
WITNESS 
COL. A. F. CLARK, JR., NORTH PACIFIC DIVISION 


GeneErRAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. Turning now to the Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico 
budget, under general investigation, you are asking for 5 projects, and 
you are asking $112,800. We will insert pages 3 and 4 for the record. 

(The data referred to follows: ) 
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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies—The amount of $49,900 is requested for prosecution 
of 2 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit completion of 1 
report and progress on 1 other. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 
Study mated prior to allocation, | to complete 
Federal cost es — — after fiscal 


year 1959 
ALASKA | 
Harbors and rivers of Alaska_..........._....-- $380, 000 | $298, 100 $26, 900 $55, 000 
decgelgh Roce hal finde | 7 sa 
cs cerca ea ----| 4,000 | 315,100} 49, 900. 55, 000 





(6) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $55,400 is requested for prosecu- 
tion of 2 studies during fiseal year 1959. This amount will permit completion 
of 1 report and progress on 1 other. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


| j 











Total esti- | Allocation | Tentative Additional 
Study mated priorto | allocation lete 
Federal cost | —_ _— fiscal year atter fiscal 
1959 yaad 1959 
gerne Gee pee 
ALASKA 
Harbors and rivers of Alaska...................|_ $800,000 $739, 600 $35, 400 $25, 000 
HAWATI 
a epcinehnas | 27, 500 7, 500 20, 000 0 
atin sem mrcnsenntighorerdeennnn som | 827, 500 | 747, 100 55, 400 25, 000 
' i 


(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies——-The amount of $7,500 is requested for 
completion of 1 report during fiscal year 1959. 


|} Total esti- Allocation Tentative | Additional 

















Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
rd nceailad 
PUERTO RICO 

I akin cacrpaindetiaitncuccesoncs $7, 500 0 $7, 500 0 
a aa dicdinewniceccsterncccecceseens-sse- 7, 500 8s es he 7, 500 as tot oe 
Sins cintnkeebeccasinoncnesst 1, 255, 000 $1, 062, 200 112, 8300 | $80, 000 


Mr. Cannon. I take it we have no questions on that. 


CoNSTRUCTION, GENERAL. 
ApvANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN 


Under “Advance engineering and design,” you are askin ng $72,000 
for 2 projects. We will include pages 6 and 7 in the recor 
(The pages are as follows:) 
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Honotvtv Harsor, Oanv, T. H. 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description—The project is located on the south coast of the 
island of Oahu and adjacent to the city of Honolulu. The plan of improvement 
provides for construction of a second entrance channel at Honolulu Harbor and 
a drawbridge across the second entrance channel to replace an existing causeway. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Pngineers)__._.________________ $3,540, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (United States Coast Guard) .._._._______ 52, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contributions 
Beer Cee ee ee eee iemetens 
‘Toenr Uns: peor Clee 4. 8 eee 3, 592, 
Preconstruction planning estimates 08, 
Spptepeintions to. Fane 3G, 1906 50, 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959 58. 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1958__ 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Territory of Hawaii, having a total population of approximately 523,000 
(1956 estimate) is dependent on the mainland for the major portion of its food 
supplies and virtually all other commodities. The major portion of the export 
trade funnels through the port of Honolulu and considerable tonnage is also 
transshipped from here to other ports in the island group. Commerce has in- 
creased steadily. A total of 3,784,185 tons of commercial cargo moved through 
the port of Honolulu during 1956. Heavy traffic in this important harbor has 
created navigational difficulties as the result of harbor entrance congestion and 
prevailing cross-channel winds. Many groundings on the reef near the entrance 
have resulted. The proposed improvements would decrease ship operating costs 
by reducing vessel waiting time, reducing requirements for tug service and abat- 
ing losses on shipments having delivery time-limit requirements. Operating costs 
for Army Transportation Corps and interisland shipping would be reduced and 
ship groundings in the existing channel would be virtually eliminated. Pro- 
vision of the second entrance channel would eliminate complete stoppage of 
vessel traffic should the one existing channel be blocked. In addition, construc- 
tion of a second entrance channel is expected to eliminate the present un- 
sanitary, oil-polluted pocket of water existing at the outer end of Kapalama Basin 
by permitting free circulatory movement of water through the harbor and basin. 

Non-Federal costs.—The Territory of Hawaii will be required to take title to 
and maintain and operate the drawbridge upon completion. It is estimated that 
the average annual expenditure for maintenance operations and replacements will 
total $26,000. 

Status of local cooperation——The Territorial legislature has authorized the 
Board of Harbor Commissioners of the Territory of Hawaii to operate the draw- 
bridge across the proposed channel and to enter into all necessary agreements 
with the Federal Government in connection therewith. Formal assurances of 
compliance with all requirements of local cooperation have been furnished by 
the Board of Harbor Commissioners. All land and water areas required for the 
proposed improvements are now under the operational jurisdiction of the Army. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal estimate of 
$3,540,000 is an increase of $80,000 over the latest estimate ($3,460,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Price level changes increased the estimate for construction 
items by $89.000. This increase was partially offset by a reduction of $9,000 
in the estimate for engineering and design and supervision and administration. 


Reexamination of projects in the “deferred for restudy” category 
Ponce Harbor, P. R.: 


Total extimated cont of restady — .... 626 ssc cccn nn oc nncc $14, 000 
Tentative allocation, fiscal year 1959__....._-__-...-...---_ 14, 000 
Additional to complete restudy after fiscal year 1959____.._._.____- 0 





. 
: 
i 


SE TOEATEN, 
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The project, as authorized by the 1925 River and Harbor Act, and modified by 
the 1935 and 1945 River and Harbor Acts, provides for a seawall 362 feet long, 
extending northwesterly across the rock reef from near the landward end of the 
municipal pier (completed) ; dredging 2 areas north of the causeway leading to 
the pier, 30 and 18 feet deep and containing about 77 and 47 acres, respectively ; 
dredging an area off the municipal pier, 30 feet deep and containing about 18 
acres; and a breakwater 2,400 feet long, extending southwesterly from Carenero 
Point. Economics of the project were not evaluated in the project document, nor 
have data been readily available for a determination of the project’s worth since 
adoption. Ponce Harbor is the second most important seaport of Puerto Rico. 
The tonnage handled anually from 1951 through 1955 was consistently over 
700,000 tons, consisting principally of inbound movements of foodstuffs, construc- 
tion materials, petroleum products, and miscellaneous freight, and of outbound 
movements of sugar, molasses, and cement. Local interests have expressed inter- 
est in completion of certain portions of the project, and they believe that unques- 
tionably the residents of the community of Ponce, and all local industries, would 
benefit from further improvements under the project. Funds are requested for 
fiseal year 1959 to accomplish a restudy of the project economics, including an up- 
to-date analysis of benefits and costs. This restudy will determine which parts 
of the project are desired by local interests and are economically justified at this 
time and which parts should be classified as “inactive.” 


Mr. Cannon. $58,000 of this amount is to complete planning on the 
Honolulu Harbor. I suppose that is understood, and I will ask you 
to explain the need for the $14,000 requested for reexamination of the 
Ponce Harbor project in Puerto Rico. 

Fifty-eight thousand dollars of this is for Honolulu and the remain- 
ing $14,000 is for reexamination of the Ponce Harbor project. 

What is the need for that, and how would it be spent generally ? 

Colonel Penney. This is an authorized project on the south coast 
of Puerto Rico and the need for the money to restudy it is to accom- 
plish restudy of the project economics including an up-to-date analysis 
of the justification, the benefits and costs, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. That will be sufficient to complete it ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 


CoNnSTRUCTION 
DRY PASS, ALASKA 


Mr. Cannon. Any questions? Under “Construction,” we take up 
the Dry Pass, Alaska, for which is requested $846,000. We will insert 
pages 8a through 11 in the record. 

(The data referred to follows:) 


DRY PASS, ALASKA 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
Dry Pass, ALAsKA (12-Foor PRogecr) 


(Continuing) 
Tet enitenets. diene pele i ee Seo ed $846, 000 
ne ONNEIOND sien ois es wane et een 846, 000 
Increase in budget estimate 


ee a ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee 


The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 





Completion of project (channel work)-.......-.......------.-- $846, 000 $846, 000 0 
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Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 
I cd tbs ih dcledicdemtapeiih gk rbciabiabd casted ena caoccdaliumicaek aan March 1959.......- April 1959. 
NE BE Ah ccna nsainbleth tinnniigiigiherin ao nighind caning aneieatiabalaaael October 1958_.....| November 1958, 
TE SEO Bg > Oy We. ING Fantasie sccclivbiallintancaascied March 1959.......- April 1959. 


Location.—Dry Pass is the narrowest portion of El Capitan Passage which sep- 
arates the northwestern tip of Prince of Wales Island from Koscuisko Island. 
The passage extends northerly about 18 miles from Sea Otter Sound, then turns 
westward for about 6 miles to Shakan Strait. 


Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.19 to 1. 


Summarized financial data (new modification) 


Accumulated 


Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 

Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) -..........................--. iy, ME Wi nusticcentieiediis 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) ............-...-.--..-.-.-.-. SD Rivet cisiitigatparenic 
Métimated noh-Metleral cones oi iis 5b 5 snk ss inci nne tess b oie ceo Oh Diitath Meine 
ee I II CN ina coi miosis ne ipa drach to lagaipnig tangled sia PE Ritiicionctiiis semis 
Aapprmrtations Be mn Sa 0 oi ok a ee A Ra eked. 
IE IE IIE Wires tinct incim nis awirrnreirncimaiseibacaiiaigeaediala | a 
ID Or I Sa Bian oe dehiites nh ccccenekneiigeesaawage 874, 000 51 
Appropriations requested for fiseal year 1959__._..............-.--....--.-- 846, 000 100 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channel: 12 feet deep and 70 feet wide through Dry Pass including removal of 
Alligator Rock near the southern margin of the improved channel. Approxi- 
mately 3.5 miles through 7 shoals. 

Status (January 1, 1958) : Construction not started. 

Completion schedule: 

Shoal No. 2: October 1958. 
Shoal Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7: March 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The west coast of Prince of Wales Island is one of the major fishing grounds 
of southeastern Alaska. Hundreds of fishing boats of all types and other craft, 
such as mail and freight boats, use the pass. The proposed improvement will 
enable them to navigate the channel with greater ease and safety and with 
less delay waiting for favorable stages of the tide. 

Savings to the logging and pulp industries will result from lowered costs in 
towing log rafts from the west coast area to the mills at Sitka, Petersburg, 
Wrangell, and Ketchikan. The United States Forest Service estimates that there 
are over 6 billion feet of merchantable timber in the area from which logs would 
be expected to be towed through Dry Pass, and that the lumber industry will 
utilize an average of about 50 million feet a year over the next 35 years. The 
regional forester, United States Forest Service, states that practically all timber 
moving from the west coast is now made into rafts which cannot use the pres- 
ent channel of Dry Pass because they have drafts of 12 to 14 feet. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The amount of $846,000 requested for fiscal year 1959 will 
complete the project. 

Completed modifications, Dry Pass, Alaska.—Pursuant to the 1935 River and 
Harbor Act, Dry Pass has been dredged to a depth of 6 feet over a width of 
60 feet at a total first cost of $58,665. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—Not required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal estimate of 
$1,720,000 is the same as the latest estimate submitted to Congress. However, 
minor adjustments have been made between features within the overall estimate. 





5 
hs 
8 


c Ne 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 
































| 
Total to Current, | Budget, fis-} Balance to 
Feature |Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Scotia ..---.-.-| $1, 550, 000 0 0 | $1, 550, 000 0 
Engineering and design.__.._._..__.____.- 70, 0 $70, 000 0 0 
Supervision and administration _____.___- 100, 000 0 2, 400 97, 600 0 
Total project cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers funds only).........._.___. 1, 720, 000 0 72,400 | 1,647, 600 0 
I eg ye ibe ee 0 151,600 | —151, 600 |_.....__---- 
Ia ed ole 224,000 | 1,496, 000 0 
METHOD OF FINANCING ¥ Sag 
Aeros... ..-......-...., ee ee a 0 874, 000 |... oe oe ate 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956..___|_..._._____- 0 0 _ 3 eee 
Unobligated carryover prior year___..._.__|_..._______- 0 0 OUD, 008 Nini s. c5ncs; 
Total funds available for obligation._|_...________ 0 DPE Beet adscatiscadasnecwsecves 
Appropriation required._......_.-..|........---- oc 846,000 


Mr. Cannon. This is a new start in the 1958 bill—that is the bill 
for the current fiscal year. How are you getting along with construc- 
tion there ? 

Colonel Crarx. Sir, we have not yet let our first contract. The 
design work will be completed shortly and we expect to advertise and 
open bids about the 29th of July this year. 

By the time the money was there, the winter season was upon us, 
and the surveys were difficult to do during the winter, so that we have 
now completed the surveys and are about ready to go on with the con- 
tract. 

Mr. Cannon. What amount will you have unobligated on June 30? 

Colonel Crark. $675,000 unobligated, and the unexpended balance 
will be the same, sir. That will be available for this contract which 
we propose to let very early in fiscal 1959. 

Mr. Cannon. Will you require the entire $846,000 in 1959? 

Colonel Ciark. According to our present estimates; yes, sir. 


KAWAIHAE HARBOR, HAWATI, T. H. 


Mr. Cannon. You are asking $1,352,000 for Kawaihae Harbor. 
Pages 12a to 16 will be inserted for the record. 
(The pages are as follows:) 


Budget estimate_.......__...__-__- eat gee as ad i! $1, 352, 000 
een EU aN Ee nn oo a enitbidbtenldnenntn naretincenmelints aioe 1, 352, 000 
Raenee 4h ner Gea ie ios OR. a ee 0 


The increase will be applied as follows: 








1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete entrance channel and harbor basin dredging ---_-_--- $100, 000 $100, 000 0 
Complete breakwater construction____.............------ SRS 1, 097, 000 1, 097, 000 0 
UT SNEE Cok ccc ececccnpenceep aiid 5, 000 5, 000 0 
Supervision and administration..___...............-.---- st iae 150, 000 150, 000 0 
TUE xiclinetomdenkhcdvhotessbereslacwe ash nererbaneceestd 1, 352, 000 1, 352, 000 0 
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Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget Revised estimate 


Entrance channel and habor basin..................-...........- October 1958._.... August 1958, 
BG Gb SECRETE, nccnnncieGhatedudipicnpstenniaenions March 1960" a June 1959. 


Location.—Kawaihae Harbor is located on the northwest coast of the Island 
of Hawaii, T. H., 80 nautical miles northwest of the existing Federal port of 
Hilo, and 135 nautical miles southeast of Honolulu Harbor. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

percent of esti- 

Amount mated Federal 

cost (Corps of 

eers) 

Estimated Federal cost oe ne Ns 3 si 2 96,508,000 Yo... 252s. 
Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard) -_......................-----... BOO ho cchatcoclunsconnte 
IE TIO OTIOII BON se otk diving scp mete cari nent ntigitnammmmaanhihillineiné 1 GRR Me daccdeceneennucce 
III ng os ea on crated one kc nena deccam erigeom- nore topaa naan oP Wlsiheialinnion cabins 
athe cciiidd dine otek lhe due bbb acwibaddcdrdd anokiinanoabbailemtel ROOR GED Licdkpcsanccdinics 
Doetal estimated quatect, e0Gbss 6a csied is cisie cess an des scsbucte FF a eee 
ED OO JINNO OO I cine neces ocnerenniasebertetanatpnuigabadiiben a MEE Noni actererneenan aint 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958... ...................--..---.-----.--..- B GOR GSO [one cnnncctcdcuns 
De as Sia sik ese dh bes enti ncch ain in eneinivesiiuiament 4, 178, 000 76 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__._................-.-.----.-. 1, 352, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1950______.............-----.---.---.- et Iencegy <amndennend 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Entrance channel: 40 feet deep, 400 feet wide, 2,900 feet long. © 

Harbor basin: 35 feet deep, 1,250 feet long, 1,250 feet wide. 

Breakwater, causeways and dikes: Rubble mound breakwater, 3,250 feet long, 
15 feet wide at crest, 18 feet above mean lower low water; revetted outer 
and inner causeways of quarry spalls, 5,050 feet long; primary dike of quarry 
spalls, 2,000 feet long ; all with wide slopes of 1 on 2. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
Entrance channel] and harbor basin.._...................-.-.---...----...- 9 | October 1958, 


Causeways, dikes, and 550 feet of breakwater. 
Remainder of breakwater .. 


96a ches cei patie siete 0 | March 1959. 








JUSTIFICATION 


The establishment of a deep draft, all-weather harbor at Kawaihae Harbor 
will significantly benefit the economy of both the island of Hawaii and the Ter- 
ritory as a whole. Kawaihae Harbor serves the entire western half of the island 
of Hawaii, comprising about 2,015 square miles and containing a population of 
20,000. The island includes large sugar plantations, all of the Territory’s coffee 
production, and a major portion of the Territory’s most important cattle-raising 
area, together with increasingly important fruit and vegetable producing areas. 
Agriculture is currently undergoing rapid expansion and requires large ship- 
ments of petroleum products, lumber, fertilizer, machinery and general cargo. 

During World War II, a Marine base with facilities for 2 Marine divisions 
was established at Kamuela, a junction town about 10 miles east of Kawaihae. 
The Department of Defense plans the construction of a permanent LST facility 
at this site and the military importance of the area would undoubtedly increase 
in the event of a national emergency. The deep-draft harbor at Kawaihae will 





$ 
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provide a direct supply line to this area. Kawaihae is also strategically located 
to establish and base search-and-rescue facilities for coverage of Alenuihaha 
Channel, the seaway between the islands of Hawaii and Maui. 

Present indications are that the tonnage anticipated for the Federal project, 
at the time the project document was prepared, was conservatively estimated 
since some of the anticipated commodity movements from the area have already 
exceeded the projected estimate. It is presently estimated that the prospective 
commerce of this harbor will exceed 120,000 tons annually in such high value 
commodities as sugar, pineapple, petroleum and lumber. 

The rapid prosecution of this project is necessary to allow continued economic 
growth and utilization of the island’s resources. Funds expended to date by both 
the Territory and local companies verify the large potential development that 
could be rapidly effected if suitable harbor improvements were provided. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,352,000 will be applied to: 


Complete entrance channel and harbor basin dredging__...___-_____ $100, 000 
Complete breakwater construction...............................«.-.--~- 1, 097, 000 
i ciate aicaies clini inerelpsdptehediglios.canesseis 5, 000 
NS |, a ee a ae 150, 000 

a cceeeatinamscudielipapbieiomiiestesinlaigion 1, 352, 000 


The requested funds will complete the project. 

Non-Federal costs.—The costs to local interests of complying with the re- 
quirements of local cooperation for constructing the harbor at Kawaihae are 
estimated at $1,964,900. This cost to local interests consists of payments for 
land acquisition of $182,000, and terminal and transfer facilities, including 
alterations to utilities, of $1,782,900. The annual maintenance cost to local in- 
terests is estimated at $3,400 for maintenance and operation of the harbor 
facilities. 

In addition, local interests have incurred costs of $500,000 for a barge chan- 
nel, boat basin, and 400 feet of wharfage, which conforms to, and supple- 
ments, the authorized project. 

Status of local cooperation.—Satisfactory assurances that the conditions of 
local cooperation would be met were furnished in Resolution No. 36, adopted 
by the Board of Harbor Commissioners, Territory of Hawaii, in 1955. Act 
95, Session Laws of Hawaii, 1947, authorized the Territorial board of harbor 
commissioners to expend $1 million for harbor facilities at Kawaihae. Sugar 
companies are prepared to participate in financing the installation of bulk sugar 
handling facilities at Kawaihae. The necessary quarry rights, and lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way have been acquired by local interests and conveyed 
to the Federal Government. The required spoil areas have been cleared by 
the board of harbor commissioners and are ready to receive material to be 
dredged from the channel and harbor basin. Construction of drainage struc- 
tures and wharf and terminal facilities are being coordinated to place the har- 
bor in operation at the earliest possible date. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.——The current Federal estimate of 
$5,530,000 reflects a reduction of ($1,050,000) below the latest estimate 
(6,580,000) submitted to Congress. This reduction is due to (1) favorable bids 
on the dredging phase of the project, (2) development of a suitable quarry 


near the harbor site and (3) redesign of the breakwater based on additional 
information. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 




















Feature Project cost} June 30 fiscal year eal year complete 

estimate 1957 | 1958 1959 | after fiscal 

year 1959 

(i) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Pi SE ee Ose ee Sea $2, 475, 200 |__.._._.__..| $1, 740, 000 $735, 200 o 
GN NNNO. bso ck. bask dc ccensnkacundend 2, 501, 400 $560, 600 503, 300 1, 437, 500 0 
Engineering and design_................--- 139, 300 79, 200 51, 100 9, 000 0 
Supervision and administration. .----....-- 414, 100 55, 500 184, 7 173, 900 0 
Total cost (Corps of Engineers funds 
Gis ok ccna tb abuntinen diuhadt<ntaakk) See 695,300 | 2,479,100 | 2,355,600 |............ 
WO CIN ion aati nines iin cnainestans TR SURE eR, OP his ada delveticenss 
Total obligations. _...............--.. 5, 530, 000 818, 800 2, 355, 600 2, 386, 600 j............ 
METHOD OF FINANCING 

I iv si'a ow cin ng cr eee eantnd ager ewusaeed A, Pe ee Ee Belts cencmntveranseninaws 
Unobligated carryover from prior year___-_|_....-.--.-.-|--- dike hie 909,200 | 1,003, 600 |__- $ 
Total funds available for obligations_|__._........|......------ DO STEP Foicwc ites ncebiecooendnn 
|= - 2 


Aperebvietienn wetewh. nc nshccnccancouselsas aa - Sek a a 1, 352, 000 





Mr. Cannon. As I understand it, this request, if granted would 
complete the project. Isthat right? 


Colonel Parsons. That is right. 
DELAYS IN CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Cannon. Last year we were told the whole request of $2,450,000 
would be required this year. Now a carryover of $1,003,000 is sched- 
uled into 1959. What has caused this delay ? 


Colonel Parsons. Part of the original delay was due to rejection 
of bids last year. 


Mr. Cannon. All bids were rejected ? 
Colonel Parsons. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Cannon. You advertised when ? 


Colonel Parsons. We advertised in 3 separate parts where we had 
had 1 entire contract. 


Mr. Cannon. Did you find it advantageous? 
Colonel Parsons. Yes, sir: so far two awards have been made at a 


total saving over original bids for a comparable portion of about 
$800,000. 


Mr. Cannon. Will the entire 1959 request be obligated in 1959? 
Colonel Parsons. Yes, sir, we expect that the carryover plus this 


year’s appropriation request will be entirely obligated by the end of 
1959, sir. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
BREAKWATER REPAIRS AT NAWILIWILI HARBOR 


Mr. Cannon. $255,000 is available for this year and an additional 
$400,000 is requested for 1959 for breakwater repairs at Nawiliwili 
Harbor. What isthe nature of that project ? 

Colonel Parsons. That is an existing harbor where we have a break- 
water which has been damaged successively over a period of several 





ee 
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years, twice very badly in 1957 by a storm in September and another 
one in December, Hurricane Nina, you may recall. There was incipient 
failure of the breakwater prior to that time. We estimate that the 
total cost of repair of that is about $1,131,000 and this budget request 
will contribute toward that repair. 

Mr. Cannon. Will that be entirely a manmade breakwater or is it 
supplementing a natural breakwater ? 

Colonel Parsons. That is entirely manmade in this case, sir. 

About $1,131,000, sir, is the total estimated cost of its restoration. 

Mr. Cannon. Why should that project not be handled as a con- 
struction item ? 

Colonel Parson. Because it is an existing structure which has 
failed as a result of storms. It was built years ago and had been 
maintaining so far. This is an item of maintenance. 


COLORADO RIVER BASIN 
WITNESS 
BRIG. GEN. W. F. CASSIDY, SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. We will now take up the Colorado Basin. Under 
general investigations we have a request for $25,400 for 2 projects and 
we will insert page 3 of the record here. 

(The page follows :) 


1. Examinations and surveys 

(a) Navigation studies.—None. 

(b) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $25,400 is requested for continua- 
tion of 2 studies during fiscal year 1959. Tentative allocations by studies fol- 
low: 




















Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 
Study ma prior to allocation | to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 year 1959 
ARIZONA 
Colorado River above Lee Ferry.------..------ $180, 500 $110, 500 $10, 000 $60, 000 
CALIFORNIA 
Ey RRIDEED MNP OE cdc ewccctcwantgacceceanccess 1 245, 400 230, 000 15, 400 0 
etl is Kecesedecrecwapeespancessercommac 425, 900 340, 500 25, 400 60, 000 
bitte iain senesnsi sess 425, 900 340, 500 25, 400 60, 000 
a eee aeceeemeenetnniennengecretibinemptiitincefeiediatitinan thehnatetnhatliglipeatiapuchelhllitelbiihttbddetinindnipentsitudypiipsihn 
1 Cost increase anticipated. 


Mr. Cannon. What has caused the cost increase in the Colorado 
River above Lee Ferry study from $127,000 to $180,500 since last year ? 

That is a considerable increase. 

General Cassmy. The upper Colorado is the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion’s work. In effect the corps is making the flood-control benefit 
studies for the Bureau of Reclamation for several dams, and the 
costs have increased for that reason. 

Mr. Cannon. You require all that money ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 
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xa} Cannon. What do you have left over at the end of the fiscal 
year? 

General Cassipy. We are asking for $10,000 to continue our study. 
There will be none left over at the end of this fiscal year. 

I think last year we had $30,000, and there will be none left. 

Mr. Cannon. Last year you estimated that $20,000 would complete 
the Whitewater River flood-control study, and for which $230,000 has 
already been appropriated. 

‘Now, you are asking for $15,400 more and a cost increase is antici- 
pated. Tell us something about that. 

General Cassmpy. The Whitewater River is in the northern part of 
the Coachella Valley, close by the town of Palm Springs and other 
small towns in that area, in the State of California. 

The area is growing very rapidly, and we are finding that the 
growth is almost as fast as we can make our plans so that when we 
arrive at a plan and submit it to local interests, there are reasons why 
they cannot go along with the plan because of the increased develop- 
ment. 

I would like to have the $15,400 for this coming year to see whether 
or not I can lay this project out with the local interests so that we can 
prevent some of the growth in the area on which we are planning to 
do construction. 

This seems to be a never-ending process in that particular valley. 
I think at the end of the next year, we can come up with a plan that 
will fit the growth, and we can go ahead with that plan. 


ConsTRUCTION, GENERAL 


CoNSTRUCTION 


PAINTED ROCK RESERVOIR, ARIZ. 


Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? We will take up “Con- 
struction, Painted Rock Reservoir, Ariz.,” for which is being re- 


quested $7 million. We will insert pages 5a through 10 in the record. 
(The information follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIR PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


PaInTeD Rock RESERVOIR, ARIz. 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate... 1 ont nes eatinnsemennee nates $6, 000, 000 
Revised estimate... _......-...-. 2-1 neem n enn enn seen wnnnnne 7, 000, 000 
Increase in budget cetimnt6 ns ceric nti teicatiibmunnndeniss , 000, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

Continue acquisition of lands. ..................-.......-....- $922, 100 $1, 922, 100 $1, 000, 
Continue construction of dam___...............--....-....---- 4 506, 100 4, 506, 100 


000 
0 
COON iia ons cna enntigwereeeseccnaneissshinns 198, 100 198, 100 0 
Initiate permanent operating equipment.....................- 80, 300 80, 300 0 
Engineering and design ‘ 0 
Supervision and administration -_...............-...---------- 289, 000 289, 000 0 

000 





| 
| 
| 
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Revised completion schedule 


Revised estimate 


| 
Mase BD Sottsaius Ns SMR Sa asst -——|- See 








ne a un eecn 4 ‘ | >). ae June 1960. 
meeern mnegiees ff boi oe ees sitet cle March 1960____. December 1959, 
aa ee diinininmm imine --------| March 1959_.......| March 1959. 
Nd Ao pte en suk eS cwedl se Gade casdeasetbus.ce teas March 1960__..._- March 1960. 
NR i  tecenatamiswsecs wba wabcd ub Wa tasie Completed_-_---_- Completed. 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities_ . March.1958_...._- March 1958 
Permanent operating equipment_ Gh cdaans bik neetn a temaaee June 1960_....__- | June 1960. 
ding - | April 1599... April 1959. 





Location.—On the Gila River, 126 miles above the junction of the Gila and 
Colorado Rivers and about 20 miles northwest of Gila Bend, Ariz. 

Authorization.—1950. Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


' 


| Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
| estimated 

Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost__ 





St tee Di ate eh ae ee rt 
Estimated non-Federal cost_.........__.-..-------- pide EAS Oe. 21H 
Cash contributions-_-___._.......-.- ‘  nntacnths west Dt. hii aiee 
ri hin eae : eal epicardial Pans OES 
Total estimated project cost ______- wise 2424 ‘ | 19,000,000 j|______. 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957 . ad | 3, 084, 000 a 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_ __- ak ori a) | 3, 045, 000 |_.....___- 
Appropriations to date. -_-. ae bi aenisierenibi siete | 6, 129, 000 | 32 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_ ra oe 6, 000, 000 | 64 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 6, 871, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Height: 181 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Crest length: 4,450 feet. 
Type: Earth fill. 
Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled detached broad crest in natural saddle behind right 
abutment. 


Capacity (maximum water surface): 436,500 cubic feet per second. 
Crest length: 610 feet. 


Reservoir capacity : Acre-feet 
re NNN its RS Sh eenidediniidinn an bbbeablanneebkn 2, 291, 700 
ide ce a eis aap A RSI afi he llc cnesen somniccannrndistineners 200, 000 
Raia ering lle a GS Bade Ra JASE 5 cps mitatemiivancren 2, 491, 700 


Outlet works: 


Type: Tainter gate controlled, located at right abutment. 
Number and size of gates: 310 by 18 feet. 
Design outflow : 22,500 cubic feet per second. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 




















Percent Completion sched- 
complete ule 
Lands and damages... --.-------- : ident piedseninscabaal 1 March 1960. 
eeneene.-+-+- Maiwtis nase. -assueecn-- sthswisacsdedssdEiebcemad 0 | March 1959. 
Dam.--- o-----+---------------- wan een e nnn nn nenene ee enseecnneee 11 | March 1960. 
NEI SR ae aE ee oc coc cynondnnsamedcnuabesicns 100 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities... a is dela diame dl oes 92 | March 1958. 
Permanent operating equipment iitedin niger kmjalenninigs = prbeieitatetinaedia sssteate 0 | June 1960. 
TNO IC So sam cnnebseccises~ ~~~ ibudbacihmibnin tages cectsa en April 1959. 


0 SS a ae el | 16 | June 1960. 











1039 


JUSTIFICATION 


The construction of Painted Rock Reservoir is essential for the stabilization of 
the economy of about 300,000 acres of intensely developed irrigated land along the 
Gila River in Arizona, along the lower Colorado River in Arizona and California, 
and in Imperial Valley, Calif. This irrigated area contributes substantially to 
the economy and welfare of southern California and western Arizona. Railroad 
lines of the Southern Pacific Co. and the Arizona Eastern Railroad Co., which 
carry a substantial amount of freight, and United States Highways Nos. 80 and 
99, connecting Los Angeles and San Diego with the East and South, lie in the path 
of Gila River floods and would be subject to interruption of service unless the 
Gila River is controlled. The total value of the area subject to overflow is over 
$200 million, and the average annual future flood damage prevented by the con- 
struction of Painted Rock Reservoir would be $2,090,000. 

Flows of the Gila River transport sediment that is now deposited in the Colo- 
rado River below the mouth of the Gila River. Asa result, the riverbed and sub- 
sequently the ground water levels in Yuma Valley are raised. A sufficient rise 
in subsurface water elevation would adversely affect drainage conditions in the 
area and might result in large crop losses or abandonment of land, unless costly 
drainage facilities were constructed. Painted Rock Reservoir would retain a 
large volume of sediment that otherwise would be deposited in the Colorado River 
below Laguna Dam and would thereby help to stabilize river-channel conditions in 
that part of the Colorado River. Benefits from retention of sediment, although 
very substantial, were not susceptible of evaluation and were considered in- 
tangible. 

In addition to its importance in providing flood control for the areas in the 
United States, Painted Rock Reservoir is vital to the operation of the 1944 Water 
Treaty with Mexico. Mexico has constructed Morelos Dam on the lower Colorado 
River on the assurance of the construction of Painted Rock Reservoir; and the 
Bureau of Reclamation has raised and strengthened levees protecting Yuma Val- 
ley on the assumption that Painted Rock Reservoir would be constructed. Both 
the Department of State and the Bureau of Reclamation have expressed interest 
in the early construction of Painted Rock Reservoir. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $6 million will be applied to: 


. Continue acquisition of latidse. 0 56 Si ee te $922, 100 
Centinue construction of @am....26.6. 1 Dg Les. es 4, 506, 100 
Complete relocations oa. ois nh cn ee ee ee ee 198, 100 
Initiate permanent operating equipment_______--__---_--_--____-__-. 80, 300 
TER TROUT SEE RISD Gilat enki anes ied angi nels db saieaies 4, 400 
Supervision and alesinieirateet:...25. soe es ee ea 289, 000 

ON isaac ix: aciceinsnsclpnasadle ria aptectine asasahesctaeiait casa etiam cals diiia ail 6, 000, 000 


Non-Federal cost.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local cooperation requires that local interests ad- 
just all water-right claims that might result from the improvement and keep the 
flood channel of Gila River, downstream of the dam, free from encroachment. 
On March 5, 1956, the Board of Supervisors of Yuma County, Ariz., and on 
April 2, 1956, the Board of Supervisors of Maricopa County, Ariz., adopted resolu- 
tions giving assurances of local cooperation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$19 million is a decrease of $7 million from the latest estimate ($26 million) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The estimate for relocations, dam, and other construction 
facilities decreased $6,980,000 due to the realignment of the dam and other de- 
sign modification based on refinement studies made during preparation of plans 
and specifications, and to receipt of a favorable bid. Reanalysis of require- 
ments increased the estimate for lands and damages by $181,000 and decreased 
the estimate for supervision and administration by $201,000. 





25230—58—pt. 2——66 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





























- 
Total to Current, | Budget, fis-| Balance to 
|Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
Feature estimate 1957 1958 | 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) | (5) (6) 
Lands and damages...............-...-.-..| $5, 715, 400 $16, 600 $310, 300 $922,100 | $4, 466, 400 
eT nt 60, 000 198, 100 |... ____ 
Me. Ee | 10, 682,000 {......-_-__- 3, 523,200 | 4,657,400 | 2, 451, 400 
TE TES ae |’ 459, 700 324, 900 1SGOOO ts i505 Bi ese cas! 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities__........- 190, 500 2, 600 187, 900 |_.-.- woe mash benete wide 
Permanent operating equipment - -__- ~-=--] ET 1 ann entnaeine ie alan 80, 300 55, 000 
Engineering and design -.-._..........----. 831, 000 770, 200 52, 000 4, 400 4, 400 
Supervision and administration--........-- 778, 000 92, 900 241, 000 289, 000 155, 100 
Total applied costs (Federal funds 
tert. bona etakt—wedceswcns 19, 000,000 | 1,207,200 | 4,509,200 6,151,300 7, 132, 300 
Ne IS osais, 255i6 6h ang dened hc daessnes +1, 400 +185, 200 —70, 300 — 116, 300 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
PN Bleditl Mutdches dutndaawupaduwanut 000,000 | 1,208,600 | 4,694,400 | 6,081,000 7, 016, 000 
Pending adjustments... ................--.}.-..-.....-. SOND ha elk Shes ens Sop sees bes each in 
Total cost (Federal funds only) -....-| 19, 000, 000 1, 208, 600 4, 694, 400 6, 081, 000 7, 016, 000 
Mees GOON oss Ss ah hn. es +34, 200 —12,200 | +123, 000 — 145, 000 
a bale onal aceiiren amt 1, 242,800 | 4,682,200 | 6,204,000 6, 871, 000 





METHOD OF FINANCING 


St canna graonneeeasitine iicalaaieateael 
Permanent transfer since July 1, 1956......|....--- oe 
Unobligated carryover from prior year 








Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton. 

Mr. Fenton. Going back to the Colorado Basin, what is the purpose 
of the Lee’s Ferry stud q 

General Cassipy. That is a comprehensive study of the Colorado 
River above Lee’s Ferry. 

Mr. Fenton. Where is Lee’s Ferry ? 

General Cassiwy. It is just above the Grand Canyon, sir. It is to 
oy. this river comprehensively, but, as far as I am concerned, since 
the Bureau is providing most of the power and irrigation storage in 
that area, we are studying the river for flood control and looking at it 
and working very closely with the Bureau of Reclamation in the con- 
struction of their dams, and, of course, we shall have to prescribe the 
flood-control regulations on those dams. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Cannon. On the record again. Taking up construction of the 
Painted Rock Reservoir, Ariz. 


REDUCED CONSTRUCTION COST 


Two years ago, the estimated cost was $30,800,000. Last year it 
dropped to $26 million. Now it is down to $19 million. How do you 
explain these substantial changes at this late date ? 

General Casstpy. A redesign of the dam and the spillway accounts 
for the earlier reductions. Reductions this year were able to be made 
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because our additional exploration proved that the rock at the right 
abutment of the dam was more sound than we had expected, reducing 
the amount of excavation required, so we were able to make a reduction 
of around $414 million on the abutment, and around $747,000 on the 
lining of the spillway. 

Mr. Cannon. That is because you found sound rock where you 
expected to find shale ? 

General Casstpy. A poorer quality of rock; yes, sir. Incidentally, 
for this same reason, later on in the record, I will have an estimated 
increase. 


LAND ACQUISITION AND EASEMENTS 


Mr. Cannon. This year you estimate that you will require $5,715,000 
for lands and damages. How many acres are being acquired in that 
process, and what is the average cost of that ? 

+ gga think that you could buy a lot of land out there for $5.7 
million. 

General Cassipy. This is a very large tract of land, sir. I will have 
to supply the number of acres for the record. 

(The information follows :) 


There are 63,100 acres in Painted Rock Reservoir site, of which 43,4400 acres 
are privately owned and 19,700 acres are in the public domain. 

Mr. Cannon. How about the cost of it? 

General Cassipy. I will also have to supply that. I have no notion. 


That cost varies from good irrigated cotton land down to desert bot- 
tom land. 


(The information follows :) 


The estimated value of irrigated land is as follows: Fee value without con- 
sideration of the value of the cotton allotment is $300 per acre; easement value 
without consideration of the value of the cotton allotment is $225 per acre; value 
of the cotton allotment on the land before construction of the dam is $400 per 
acre; value of the cotton allotment on the land subject to flooding on an average 
as frequently as once in 5 years, after construction of the dam, is nil. 

The estimated value of other lands will reach as low as $20 per acre for desert 


land. 

Mr. Cannon. What are the maximums and what are the minimums? 

General Cassmpy. You will have values as low as $20 an acre for 
desert land and values up to more than $300 an acre for irrigated land. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you consider those fair ? 

General Cassipy. vo sir. We have made some appraisals. 

Mr. Cannon. Why did you pay, or why would you pay, $20 an 
acre for desert land? It will not preduce anything but lizards. 

General Casstipy. You can raise cattle on some of that land if you 
have a few cows for a large number of acres. There is a recognized 
potential use for it. 

Mr. Cannon. There issome demand for the land ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What use will you put it to? 

General Cassipy. We are only acquiring easements. The only place 
we acquire fee land is for the dam site itself. It will be a dry dam, 
only flooded during flood operations. 

Mr. Cannon. On this good land, this $300 cotton land, are you only 
buying an easement on that? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Cannon. It looks to me like that is an enormous price to pay 
merely for an easement—$300 an acre. 

General Cassipy. We have not paid anything yet. We are still 
negotiating with the landowners. The landowners in those areas that 
are flooded quite frequently, we are told, feel that there will be ex- 
cessive damage to their irrigation structures by being flooded, and 
they are asking for something very close to the fee price. 

Mr. Cannon. To what extent will an easement impair the agricul- 
tural use of the land? 

General Cassipy. It depends on the number of times and how long 
it is flooded. We will have irrigated areas in the bottom of the reser- 
voir that will be flooded as fr equently as once in 5 years. Up near the 
top, it will be something like once in 50 years; so, up near the rim, 
there is very little impairment; but when you get down toward the 
bottom where it is flooded once in 5 or once in 8 years, if it destroys 
the irrigation structures, it is a very great impairment. 

Mr. Cannon. What is that land worth, if we bought it? 

General Cassipy. I would have to supply that. 

(The information follows :) 

The estimated cost for acquiring Painted Rock Reservoir lands in fee is 
$6,658,000. 

Mr. Cannon. My recommendation would be—I have not asked the 
concurrence of the committee—that you buy the title to that land. We 
were told here the other day when we were discussing the dry-dam 
system in Ohio that they bought the land above the dams which was 
inundated in flood time, and that annually they put it up at auction 
for rent to the highest bidder per acre for that crop season. 

They have a large gain for that because there are a great many 
farmers who come in and bid for that land because 5 years out of 7 the 
flood does not bother it. Two years out of seven it may entirely de- 
stroy it, or they may get part of a crop, but the margin is so much in 
favor of the farmer that the land is eagerly sought and substantial 
rents are paid, so much so that it is my understanding—there seems 
to be some question about that—that the income from this land has 
paid a part of their cost and the maintenance expenses. 

If you are going to have to buy easements at $300 an acre for an 
easement, you had better buy the land. 

General Casswy. In this case, sir, you could hardly use the other 
system. It is possible, but these are irrigated lands. The water is 
from irrigation systems which have been installed by the landowner. 
There is an extensive distribution system of canals. 

One item of development in there is a 20,000 acre tr act—actually it 
is part of a total 80,000 acre tract, but 20, 000-odd are within the res- 
ervoir area and have just been developed within the last few years 
by a large company with a sprinkler irrigation system, so in addition 
to the low land, they are entirely dependent on an artificial system 
of watering this land. 

This would mean, in order to lease the land and make it valuable, 
we would have to get a very long lease so the lessor could irrigate 
his land. We would have a more difficult problem in this area. 

Mr. Cannon. I visited a tract of land here some years ago that the 
Government needed temporarily for use. The question arose down 
at the Department of Agriculture whether to buy it or lease it. They 
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finally decided to lease it, and I found out afterward that the price 
they paid for the first year’s rental was the amount that had pre- 
viously been asked by the owner for the whole thing in fee simple. 

General Cassmpy. Here we are buying a right to flood as often as 
necessary and for forever on a man’s land, and there is a one-time 
payment. 


: a Cannon. At the end of it, will you get the taxes paid on this 
an 
General Casstpy. Under the easement the owner will have to pay 
his normal taxes to the county and State. He still owns the land. 
Mr. Cannon. And your easement is a lump sum. It is not an an- 
nual payment ? 
General Cassipy. No, sir; it is just a lump sum. It would pay for 
a right to flood. We do limit the buildings that can be put on the 
land to those which will not float and allow no human habitation. 
Mr. Cannon. I still suggest you consider buying the land in fee 


— 

r. Evtns. I certainly agree with the chairman in that regard be- 
cause when you become involved in a long-term contract with the 
Government, paying a sum for an easement, a few years later, after 
this committee 1s gone, another committee will come in and say a 
few years ago you made it, and took certain of our rights, and now 
we want this. It would be much better for the Government to come 
in and buy the land in fee simple. 


BASIS FOR BUDGET AMENDMENT 


Mr. Cannon. And avoid the possibility of these things. 

What is the basis for this budget amendment of $1 million? 

Here is another case where you added on $1 million onto the budget. 

General Cassmpy. That million dollars will be applied to continu- 
ing the acquisition of lands which was slower than we like to have. 

Mr. Cannon. With all your justification on these proposals to in- 
crease your budget in order to accelerate construction, here on page 
5a you show the completion schedule was originally estimated for 


June 1960. Your revised estimate here where you have $1 million 
more is still June 1960. 


General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Here you ask for money to accelerate construction 
and still your completion date shows it is going to take just as long. 

General Cassipy. In this particular case, the item that is being 
speeded up is completion of acquisiton of the lands behind the res- 
ervoir which will be speeded up from March 1960 to December 1959. 

Mr. Cannon. Well, now on that proposition—your lands and dam- 
ages there—you have a completion date in the 1959 budget of 1960, 
and you have a completion in your revised estimate of December 
1959. But of what advantage is it for you to speed up that one item 
whereas the entire project is going to require as much time as it would 
under the old estimate, and would save $1 million? 

General Casstpy. Under the original schedule, sir, we had March 
1960 for completion of the acquisitions of lands, and April 1959, for 
the dam closure. That means that any flood, any major flood, after 
we close the dam, would be backing up water on lands we did not own. 
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The schedules were so tight that we applied the additional money to 


Seeeere land acquisitions, so we would not subject the United 
States to damages after that dam is closed. 

Mr. Cannon. When is that dam to be closed ? 

General Cassipy. In April of 1959, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the current estimate for carryover of funds 
for 1959? 


General Casstipy. We will have $226,000 unexpended, of which 
$204,000 will be unobligated. 

Mr. Cannon. For this year you will have $204,000 unobligated ? 

General Cassipy. At the end of this coming June 1958, we will have 
$204,000 unobligated. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, one question. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Fenton. 

Mr. Fenton. The indicated 27 percent reduction in estimated cost 
at Painted Rock Reservoir, is a welcome change, I might say. 

Question has been raised as to why there is no local contribution or 
earmert for irrigation methods since they are the principal bene- 

claries. 

General Cassipy. There is no conserved water in this reservoir at 
all. It is a dry dam for flood control. It provides protection to a 
large amount of irrigated lands along the lower Colorado River and to 
the lands of the imperial Valley, and fulfills our obligation to Mexico 
with respect to the lower Colorado. 

Mr. Fenton. No additional irrigation ? 

General Cassipry. No, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Is this just protection against flooding only? 

General Cassmpy. Yes, sir. 


WHITLOW RANCH RESERVOIR, ARIZ. 


Mr. Cannon. Whitlow Ranch Reservoir, Ariz., for which there is 


requested $1,500,000. We will insert pages 1la through 16 in the 
record. 


(The information follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIR PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Wuittow RaAaNcH RESERVOIR, ARIZ. 


(Continuing) 
een PONNIIINN 2356 oa elk). eke eh $800, 000 
NN a a i BL canis nda nein peiecinelin Bina onlin Soa 1, 500, 000 
I TS I I nian sniein sta eetesctaenepinn satieenglidhiasnnenteegrenish 700, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


| 
} 
i 


1959 budget Revised Increase 


estimate 
Initiate and complete lands and damages-_--..............--.-- $24, 800 $24, 800 0 
ID I de a smecunenee pees 653, 400 1, 311, 900 $658, 500 
Initiate and complete road construction ......._....-.....----- 48, 300 48, 300 0 
SN NED GUNN. nis a 8 ci inn cise sc bee bo 5s dnke 30, 000 35, 000 5,000 
Supervision and administration ..............-...-.----------- 43, 500 80, 000 36, 500 
a i ee «ennai 800, 000 | 1, 500, 000 700, 000 
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Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 








Dam cl 


Location.—On Queen Creek, about 45 miles above its confluence with the Gila 


River, in Pinal County, Ariz. The project is located about 50 miles southeast 
of Phoenix, and 10 miles west of Superior. 

Authorization.—1946 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 

















Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
esti 
Federal cost 
i | Oh OB Oi entuwenes 
Estimated non-Federal cost. _............... xs khonbeatinaedemtidan dada 4 ee 
Oi a oes snntaiesbpinolliients sal ibistgasiaeiibanionnll OU ian tahini 
Nee ee en ice een blcamaieea eb aestantanalion Oe ai ee 
pe ES RE eet ete ees to onc 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957___.__- nn SEE Ci thnsintiennnndiont 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 EE Bia ns caecee nce 
Soereoeaeees A Ei intinhde bce -ctimnanenwadd be 457, 000 10 
Ap ropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__.._...........-.......---..-- 800, 000 27 
ce to complete after fiscal year 1950_-__................-...--....---- RED Wiwtcianseddoas 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Height: 143 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Crest length: 810 feet. 
Type: Earth fill. 
Spillway: Type: Uncontrolled. 
Outlets (2 gated): Size: 4 by 6.5 feet. 
Reservoir capacity : 
Flood control: 24,170 acre-feet. 
Sediment storage: 7,000 acre-feet. 
Total: 31,170 acre-feet. 
Area: 753 acres. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 
Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
RTE DORR oo cinas Caiwedcenidednttncsesusgecbnaedediometeiannaws 0 | June 1959. 
pmoeninens a as cnschabneitcanpe cll ig lllitn cs Waid at ereenahenidieedsmentoininmaeeaieenetanane 0 | June 1958. 
— 5 so SlinD CRUE. sviciasthamiicnbtensinibudigsisns saves aientla congue dite dcigiuini dep taadineeatatmnanatbansd 0 | December 1960. 
Fa a aie tla ws nstd uncial because eden iene 0 | March 1959. 
Buildings, IIIT: GIN Ws wo ~~ cewnceteccusechntcosscscedeecbenesten 0 | December 1960. 
I cack nsogsdiintenndnidtnpinnahiadeneenmintaiiiianiebaada kta amit 0 | May 1960. 
PE I cover cmcmbctininscesdnniytcckslasihhanianngmantviae Nssecssipaioed 3 | December 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Whitlow Ranch Reservoir would provide flood protection to an area of 84,000 
acres, of which 59,000 acres are highly developed irrigated lands planted to 


cotton, alfalfa, and small grains. Williams Air Force Base, the city of Chandler, 
the towns of Queen Creek, Higley, and Gilbert, important irrigation facilities, 
State Highway No. 87, many county roads, and the main railroad line and a 
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branch line of the Southern Pacific Co. are subject to inundation and flood 
damage. A severe flood occurred in August 1954 and caused damage estimated 
at $2,100,000 in the Queen Creek area. Whitlow Ranch Reservoir would have 
prevented at least $1 million of the damages. Average annual flood-control 
benefits from construction of the improvements are estimated at $228,000. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete lands and damages_______-__-________--__----_- $24, 800 
cid sh disc lbacencl enhance geieanitii 53, 400 
Initiate and complete road construction_____________-_-_--__-_-_--__-_ 48, 300 
2 nak cnneenenesiaperebdiniaptanemsaaamepheeicabermce 30, 000 
a a os aeepsalceesenimaedlaneneyanmranps 43, 5 
i etd 800, 000 


Non-Federal cost.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local cooperation requires that local interests 
adjust all water right claims resulting from the improvement, and hold and 
save the United States free from all claims for damages arising from construc- 
tion and operation of the works. Negotiations are in progress with local in- 
terests regarding the required assurances, and no difficulty in securing the 
required assurances is anticipated. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—No change from the latest estimate 
submitted to Congress. Adjustments, however, have been made within the 
overall estimate based on more detailed studies. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 



































Total to | Current Budget fis- | Balance to 

Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year cal year complete 

estimate | 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
at = es — ca i bate 
Res eee Gomes os... ik teks ee $6, 700 SRI Sicditeeaanius 
a owen Ree... BE SOE Sik diiiimatiass hie encade 
a IE Gated Kk snk canes! 653, 400 | $3, 045, 000 
RS a aa ee ar icici ae cilidiatenrdanis 0, O00 Lae. c cus 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities..........- dp aS: Peabo we ae 30, 400 
Engineering and design_..................- 286, 100 $84, 100 158, 300 30, 000 13, 800 
Supervision and administration __........- 350, 000 2, 700 18, 500 43, 500 285, 300 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
a 4, 620, 000 86, 700 358, 800 800, 000 3, 374, 500 
oS ee ee oo----------| BION f nizn na vccinielpaasheniinesttbeaeinieinils 
iainaieiieatiaail  scieliteieeslisange aire taa ed = 
— _— cost (Federal funds 
nil, Lalas naneiatiowe 620, 000 76, 700 358, 800 800, 000 3, 374, 500 
Pending Seeskinants ha ca aati ait: facia basigi abana issn +500 PD hindi cchaes db bi etninin anaes 
Total cost (Federal funds only) ....-- 4, 620, 000 87, 200 358, 300 800, 000 3, 374, 500 
IU i ee rie WEED Ton brinceiwan +10, 000 —11, 500 
I se Bhd aes 88, 7 358, 300 810, 000 3, 363, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING Sy ay . x 7 

Nee i nin Ranecnioiinmeias 100, 000 BE I Ancinnmreqcndtamikitalcnsiain 
Unobligated carryover from prior year_.....|.......---.--|--.----.-.--- +11, 300 aa 
Total funds available for obligation... |............|.....---.... SUB BOO ho neesg ns oe see. 
Appropriations required. -.................- sd ane tablia | saiicmnereihiiaanaiiealeinngeicaniianaahis 800, 000 3, 363, 000 
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Mr. Cannon. What is the basis for the budget amendment of 
$700,000 2 

General Cassmpy. Our original request for funds was a larger 
amount than the $800,000, and the Bureau of the Budget granted 
more funds. We asked for $700,000 additional money for this dam. 

Mr. Cannon. Now I notice that we are getting somewhere. Orig- 
inally December 1960 was your completion date; your revised estimate 
closes you up December 1959. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

‘Mr. Cannon. Any questions? 

Mr. Fenton. Last year we were told that there would be a savings 
in cost as a result of the change from concrete to an earth dam, and 
the benefit-cost ratio would go back up. 

What happened to that ? 

General Cassmpy. There will still be a saving, sir. In computing 
the estimate this year, we have a price level increase of $190,000, a 
savings due to the redesign of $224,000 and an increase in super- 
vision and administration and engineering of $34,000 to balance off 
this to zero. 

There will be another saving next year. We are not far enough 
along or positive enough to be able to state an exact figure, but we 
expect a total of between a half million and a million by next year. 

Mr. Fenton. Why no local contribution or repayment by the bene- 
ficiaries ? 

General Cassipy. This is purely a flood control dam, sir. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. Are there any other questions? Operation and main- 
tenance, $13,900. Insert page 17 for the record. 
(The information follows:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF THE ESTIMATE 
1. Navigation 
None. 
2. Flood control 


(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $13,900 for the operation and main- 
tenance of 2 flood control reservoirs and scheduling of flood control reservoir 
operations in the basin provides the minimum amount necessary for operational 
requirements. The amount requested for maintenance recurring annually is the 
necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, sup- 
plies, materials and parts required for the day by day functioning of the project. 


} 
i 
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GREAT BASIN 


WITNESS 
BRIG. GEN. W. F. CASSIDY, SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. On the Great Basin, for general investigations, 
$83,500 for 5 projects. Insert page 3 in the record at this point. 
(The page follows :) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


1. Examinations and surveys 

(a) Navigation studies.—None. 

(b) Flood-control studies—The amount of $83,500 is requested for prosecu- 
tion of 5 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit completion of 
1 report and progress on 4 others. Tentative allocations by studies follows: 


Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 


Study mated prior to to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 year 1959 
CALIFORNIA 
Carson River, California and Nevada. __._-.-_. $100, 000 $70, 000 $10, 000 
Truckee River, California and Nevada-_-_.___- 245, 000 195, 000 30, 000 
Walker River, California and Nevada...__..__- 75, 000 28, 200 26, 800 
NEVADA 
I TS a rs 5 ei dds Re 46, 000 32, 500 0 
UTAH 
I Bieta pons ine ntnd Sot nannind Cecieg 200, 000 146, 700 43, 300 
WR isioesi ses ee wa es 666, 000 472, 400 110, 100 
110, 100 





‘ ie ONE soos keeps eackeucene 666, 000 472, 400 ; 


Construction, GENERAL 
CoNnsTRUCTION 
SALT LAKE CITY, JORDAN RIVER, UTAH 


Mr. Cannon. Under construction, Salt Lake City, Jordan River, 
for which is requested $300,000. Insert pages 5a through 10 for the 
record. 


(The pages follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Satt LAKE Ciry, JorpaAn River, UTAH 


(Continuing) 
RO | Bice eek a ee $300, 000 
ee dit a sinniccchrtiniccotrease dicate asses higctacspddleeta ease Giant etniamsbitemandaedinckhe 300, 000 
ECLORE Ey SE CUNO ccc cctiniindncs din bbdiaraitragnipineriaintnnlidded 0 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 








1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Initiate channel improvement between Mill Creek and head 
of Surplus Canal and construction of project levees___.....- $193, 000 $53, 000 —$140, 000 
Initiate and complete construction of contro] structure at head 
I Fn awthainansatomnt 78,000 0 —78, 000 
Complete railroad bridge modifications .-.....................- 0 214, 000 214, 000 
Hepeemrins nnd Gestion. 6523s hk 5 kh ed 10, 000 10, 000 0 
Supervision and administration .....................-----....- 19, 000 23, 000 4, 000 
Ci wighiil, d tsisasln inciinced led bstnsclentns lib snieepptoaisauimatecnema ied 300, 000 300, 000 0 


Revised completion schedule 











1959 budget Revised estimate 
Relocations__...........-- ASA LUO. Bi. deka bee August 1958_....-- October 1958. 
| eee naib ath cunccaneg hee <teanelh ieee haan ay October 1960......| February 1960. 
Nt cic its ck fs shcedlitaeic ine' 6 Sesren seaenlastensinsia ing aad ear ead September 1960-._. Do. 
Nee nee aukneoicev ane iperiensasa octane June 1980: .-.<--<.- June 1959. 
ON cin clnh nite n penned bantithe ~abaybte tdgplandsbsesad October 1960. .._-- February 1960. 


Location.—At Salt Lake City, Utah. Along Jordan River from Mill Creek to 
head of Surplus Canal and along Surplus Canal. 

Authorization.—1946 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 











ee No ail Rec camespaastiuesninena na OR TI Ge hi centitcitinn sass 
Estimated non-Federal cost.....-.......-- Levieamieahs kd tee eh ; 410, 000 as 

Cash contributions. __._____-- siuanevdesewesneuses ne epaqeieweenanwbiee 0 stbawiwauwen 

Other costs - IR oar ga 0 Sue eis isd anoadhiosn niche sia eeeg mina eee ET A iindncksmemn aden 
en ees Senne GONE ne 8 tae ene cone it a 2, 130, 000 ‘ 
MeO Greoae 6O Fane OU, 1907.3 sos ow al seca sn IY Tn cs icin Sinsty svete 
eI GR HUMID INE Bo ii ne en cn nct cnn neesscncneenesnces SE Neicsketihcr cca eciviomionate 
Appropriations to date_-___......_...---- ste ote aa Sal a cca 400, 000 23 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959. ...__. bake eb basdnccwsuan 300, 000 41 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_...............-.--------..-.---- SE GRNE OE Beate cree séennaes 

PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height : 5 feet. 
Length (total of both banks): 17 miles. 
Channels: Design capacity, 3,300 cubic feet per second. 
Diversion structure: Bifurcation structure at head of Surplus Canal. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 
Percent Completion 
complete schedule 

FRE AE RES Se ee =e OS ee (1) August 1958. 
i ti nS hana ts cadnemananeaphadsotipumeensemonasneeeene (1) October 1960. 
Nine SGU GUS ack Hes CR STRE TLCS Se cwcbwbieds ser ddescsecnesceecTstess (1) September 1960. 
I oe ccslisedbsaheininaeceainmsnaseliiamaenseiael (4) June 1959. 
EES TS a a aE aR Se RE Rea 6 | October 1960. 





1 Not started. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect the western part of Salt Lake City and suburban lands 
west of the city from floods of Jordan River. The area to be protected includes 
about 5,800 acres of urban and suburban residential, industrial, and commercial 
property. Protection will also be provided to transcontinental highways U. 8. 
40 and U. S. 50; to four railroads, the Salt Lake, Garfield & Western Railway, 
the Western Pacific Railroad, the Union Pacific Railroad, and the Denver & Rio 
Grande Western Railroad; to the municipal airport; to extensive irrigation 
facilities; and to public utilities. The estimated value of all property subject 
to flooding from the project design flood is about $50 million. The relatively 
moderate flood of June 1952 caused damage estimated at $500,000, including flood- 
fighting costs. It is estimated that a flood of project design magnitude would 
cause direct damages of more than $1 million under current conditions of eco- 
nomic development, 


Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $300,000 will be applied to: 
Initiate channel improvement between Mill Creek and head of Surplus 


Canal and construction of project levees__.____.._____---_-_-_--_----~ $193, 000 

Initiate and complete construction of control structure at head of Sur- 
pens Qomet ct i. #320... ea a eel ee a oe 78, 000 
Bimeieerheey Cr Ca i i teecnedeeies endear 10, 000 
Supervision. amd adiapimletratigi sna etter ened 19, 000 
NO igi cn icici de anata uninitiated thin catenin 300, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $410,000 broken down as 
follows: 


RN: CT II ais ion inccchiccctn nrninitionitipnetialamnipcnimlaa es $165, 000 
Road and utility relocations 


I iccretds gi gd Stine aich aden cetipeltidintigi tient tanita hice ictal 410, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project works after 
pay The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at 
Status of local cooperation.—The Board of Commissioners of Salt Lake County, 
the responsible local agency, has approved the proposed plan of improvement and 
has stated that the necessary assurances for complying with the requirements 
of local cooperation would be furnished and that standard agreements would be 
executed upon request prior to initiation of construction. Rights-of-way required 
eee of construction are scheduled to be furnished prior to September 
, 1958. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,720,000 is an increase of $250,000 over the latest estimate ($1,470,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. An increase of $73,000 is due to higher price levels. An 
increase of $149,000 is due to detailed design studies and investigations. The 
estimated cost of engineering and design, and supervision and administration has 
been adjusted based on a reanalysis of requirements including provision for re- 
tirement fund contributions which results in an increase of $28,000, 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current, | Budget, fis-| Balance to 

















Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Se tics etchaerttaerkasave= $306, Gi0 1............]-. $140, 000 $96, 000 j.......-.... 
Mbeki ebicwkdncbecsidenisi SO NO Fok nce cciifaldac edie le , 000 $797, 000 
LEO LE OEE A LT OEE A aR EPC SRG GOS 6. och ete hci eed 54, 000 130, 000 
pe I Eline titi tineel nities ol EEE ‘Unveceieciibesietinn 
Engineering and design.___.........-....-- 163, 000 $66, 800 50, 000 23, 000 23, 200 
Supervision and administration. __ ....___- 123, 000 6, 600 15, 000 32, 000 69, 400 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
Ne hee ie al glee Saal 1, 720, 000 73, 400 205, 000 422, 000 1, 019, 600 
Wareannet SU iiss Se Aad ON Rd. So ocean Soak. CU Aa. Aeon 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
OR ee oa | 1,720,000 73, 400 205, 422, 000 1, 019, 600 
Pending adjustments. _................-... in er as BN sein nn nnkelnt-coniaiidesmhionndemmanates 
Total cost (Federal funds only) .__--- 1, 720, 000 73, 400 205, 000 422, 000 1, 019, 600 
ee nee. os us Con eulioe 2, 700 27, 300 —30, 000 |....--.-- F 








Total obligations______ 





Federal funds: 
PARNER So lt tube ewe 
Unobligated carryover prior year__- 


Total funds available for obligation..|________-___|___.__-- 
Appropriations required_-_-_..........-- | 





METHOD OF FINANCING | 
' 


Mr. Cannon. This was a new start in 1958. What progress have 
you made ? 

General Cassrpy. None, sir, except engineering. We have let no 
contracts on this particular project. 

Mr. Cannon. What about this $300,000 that you need ? 

General Cassipy. We will only need $150,000, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. We can just cut that in two—$150,000? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. All right. Are you having any difficulties or delay 
in obtaining local compliance with the cooperation requirements ? 

General Cassmpy. No. No real difficulty with the local people. 

There were several delays in this project. The high flows of the 
stream would not let us get through with our surveys. We delayed 
our engineering, and we could not give the required rights-of-way 
requirements to the people, but they have indicated their willingness. 

Mr. Fenton. Under the Salt Lake City project, does this project tie 
in with or duplicate in any way the work that the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion is doing in planning in this same general area ? 

General Cassipy. It does not, sir. In the authorized survey which 
has led to this project and others, we are required to stay away from 
those areas in which the Bureau of Reclamation is working; so we are 
only considering areas not being worked on by them. 
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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 
SCOPE AND STATUS OF PROGRAM 


On the general investigations, Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the gentle- 
man could give us a brief summary of the scope of and the present 
status of that and sup y. it for the record. 

(The information fol ows :) 


GREAT BASIN—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Carson River, Calif. and Nev., floods agricultural lands adjacent to the Bast 
and West Forks in the vicinity of Gardnerville, and along the main stream 
downstream therefrom. The study is to investigate possible flood control by 
storage in authorized USBR Watasheamu Reservoir (to be constructed on Hast 
Carson River), channel improvements on the West Fork and main stream, and 
multiple-purpose storage on West Carson River at the Hope Valley site in co- 
operation: with the USBR. Basic studies were made prior to 1946, and since 
resumption of studies in fiscal year 1957, progress has consisted of recon- 
naissance studies to determine channel capacities, preliminary studies to evalu- 
ate flood control accomplishment of the Washoe project, investigation of the 
need and feasibility of channel improvements, and cooperation in the studies of 
local interests. The study is about 70 percent complete. 

Floods of the Truckee River, Calif. and Nev., cause damages to lakeshore 
property at Lake Tahoe and to urban property in the city of Reno. The study 
is to investigate means of providing replacement storage to reduce Lake Tahoe 
levels, and for providing additional upstream storage and channel improve- 
ments. The study is about 50 percent complete. 

The principal flood problems on the Walker River consists of flooding of 
agricultural lands on the East and West Forks and on the main stream in the 
vicinity of Yerington, Nev. Solutions may include storage at Pickle Meadows 
or other reservoir sites on the West Fork, with possible enlargement of exist- 
ing Bridgeport Reservoir and intermittent channel improvements. The study 
is about 36 percent complete. 

Flood damages along Gleason Creek, Nev., are confined substantially to the 
city of Ely and to Robinson Canyon. A small detention reservoir at the Key- 
stone site and incidental channel improvements are indicated as a possibly 
justifiable solution. The study is about 30 percent complete. 

Authorization for the survey report on the Jordan River limited the scope 
of the investigation to problems suspectible of solution independently of the 
central Utah project and the plans of the Bureau of Reclamation. Principal 
flood problems are on the Spanish Fork River near Spanish Fork: on the 
Jordan River through Salt Lake City; on Little Valley Wash at Magda; on 
Provo River at and below the city of Provo; on Hobble Creek; on Salt Creek 
near Nephi; and on other streams draining into Great Salt Lake. Because 
of the interrelation with Bureau projects, work of this'report has been limited 


to the collection of basic data and preparation and submittal of several interim 
reports as follows: 





Report Published Status 
Sevier River near Redmond_-_-_......-...-- H. Doc. 614, 78th Cong., 2d sess__._.-- Constructed. 
Spanish Fork River__. AS Mace eae H. Doe. 518, 79th Cong., 2d sess___..-- Authorized. 
Jordan River at Salt Lake City and Little | H. Doc. 562, 79th Cong., 2d sess__....- Do. 


Valley Wash at Magda. 
Streams in Davis County __--_-.....----- Unpublished 


OE coer coh cha harrier dle eeiphieantinds tess n,m Unfavorable. 

Weber River Basin and Willard Mountain | H. Doc. 158, 84th Cong., Ist sess_.....-. Pending in Con- 
area. gress. 

Sale TiS CO. nn rs anscn gan eetctigue<eavegtishheecinickstennnaeb ain In preparation. 





Norte.— The study (comprehensive) is about 74 percent complete. 
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CENTRAL VALLEY DRAINAGE AREA 


WITNESS 
BRIG. GEN. W. F. CASSIDY, SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. In the Central Valley, general investigations, $889,900 
for 8 projects. Insert pages 3 and 4 in the record. 
(The pages follow :) 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies —The amount of $20,000 is requested for continuation 
of 1 study during fiscal year 1959. 





Total esti- | Allocation Tentative Additional 


Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
CALIFORNIA 
ies ree eateet..... -. .......-.. bdnkeivasi 1 $40, 000 $15, 000 $20, 000 $5, 000 
| oe aligd lal A al a Ro 40, 000 15, 000 | 20, 000 5, 000 





1 Cost increase anticipated. 


(b) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $119,900 is requested for prosecution 
of 6 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit completion of 
3 reports and progress on 3 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 








| Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 
Study mated | _ prior to allocation | to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year | after fiscal 
| 1959 1959 | year 1959 
Po sch hi tLS _J 
CALIFORNIA | 
TOWN os. 65 co ons- neue tesioubietacueves $145, 000 $125, 000 $20, 000 | 0 
Mokelumne River-.-.-.-..--- De eb ietid oe mink 150, 000 | 125, 500 16, 500 | $8, 000 
I ia din do wide ee cieeamsinm=- evs 50, 000 35, 000 15, 000 | 0 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta_.._.........---- 200, 000 103, 000 16, 000 81, 000 
Yuba River, Bullards Bar_-.-.-..-----..----- 100, 000 25, 000 30, 000 45, 000 


Caste Madera Orecls 652s 0550-42 45.5--.2-5-52 63, 500 41, 100 22, 400 0 
ih atle a dcueanhedammegthgnbnnnwnant e 454, 600 





119, 900 












(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies.— None. 
(d) Special studies.— The amont of $750,000 is requested for continuation of 
the San Francisco Bay study during fiscal year 1959. 












Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 
Study mated prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 

1959 1959 year 1959 


















eS TT cs i dskeaiebistms canes $2, 600, 000 $1, 507, 000 $750, 000 $343, 000 
| -_ — _ — - a 

Gd epamcctbodanesavdensinsccseensce=| 2, 600, 000 1, 507, 000 750, 000 | 343, 000 

Gunna a | 3,348,500 | 1, 976, 600 | $89,900 | 482, 000 





EFFECT OF RECENT FLOODS 


Mr. Cannon. Will the recent floods in California have any effect 
on the original budget program for flood control studies ? 


asa. anes naan aibcianmammianiemenlinl 


a 


| 





Siw tt we Ff 
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General Casstpy. Yes, sir. There was considerable damage caused 
in California by the recent floods. We will be using a considerable 
amount of Public Law 99 money to make repairs. 

In our engineering investigations it will be necessary to take into 
account some of the storms which caused record peaks in some of the 
rivers, particularly in the San Francisco Bay area. 

Mr. Cannon. Are they routine or do they occur regularly from time 
to time or is this an exceptional instance ? 

General Casstpy. This flood was a recordbreaker in some spots, but 
in the upper valley, while it was a large storm it was nothing that 
could not be handled, in the normal project system there. 

What is worrying us now is a very large snow load of up to 202 
percent of normal on the Sierras. That snow load is going to be com- 
ing down during the next 3 months, so we will have flooding in the San 
Joaquin River Valley from now until the end of June. 

It has started now, sir. 


SAN 





FRANCISCO BAY STUDY 


Mr. Cannon. What new progress can you report on the San Fran- 
cisco Bay study? You snk for $750,000 for that. 

General Casstpy. The study is in the verification stage now, and 
we hope to start tests during the coming fiscal year, the actual testing. 

Mr. Cannon. You will need the entire three-quarters of a million 
dollars? 

General Cassipy. Yes, we will. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Fenton. Just what is the False River ? 

General Casstpy. The San Joaquin River makes a curve northward, 
and there is an old channel in that delta that cuts across the curve. 
That cut is called the False River. The San Joaquin has a deep 
cutoff; ships having to go around the bend have a difficult time. 

Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman, how long is that? What is the extent 
of it? 

General Cassipy. It is about 7 miles, I would think. 

Mr. Fenton. The total estimated cost is shown as $40,000; you had 
$15,000 prior to 1959 and are asking $20,000 for fiscal 1959. How- 
ever there is a notation that cost increases are anticipated. What do 
you mean by that? 

General Casstpy. We are studying the False River Cutoff in com- 
bination with a requirement to study the San Joaquin River to pro- 
vide a depth of 35 feet instead of its present 30 feet; so that the work 
required is not only to see if we can use the False River Cutoff, but 
also if its depth should be 35 feet instead of 30 feet. 

That may require additional surveys. It is a question of getting the 
information to determine what we would have to do to put the cutoff 
through that area. 

Mr. Fenton. I recall the San Joaquin River and Sacramento River: 
there is.an interchange of flow from both rivers ? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Does that have anything to do with the depth of the 
canal of San Joaquin ? 


5230—58—pt. 2 
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General Casstpy. Not with the depths of these particular channels; 
no, sir. These are main channels going through the delta. However, 
the studies that are being made by the Corps of Engineers are largely 
with respect to delta navigation, and the State studies are with respect 
to the crossing of the water, all of which have to be carefully inter- 
locked because each has an effect. on the other. 


NEW HOGAN DAM, CALIF. 


Mr. Evtns. General Cassidy, concerning the floods that you have 
co referred to, they occurred in March of this year, what particu- 
ar effect did the flood have on the New Hogan Dam area on the Cala- 
veras River? What was the flood situation there ? 

General Casstpy. There was very serious flooding on the Cala- 
veras, and on the Bear. The Calaveras broke south, went around 
the diverting canal, and flooded the city of Stockton. 

The people of the city of Stockton did a good deal of work and 
aces me a good deal of the damage to the basin. The Bear and 
ower Calaveras overflowed and flooded North Stockton. 

Mr. Evins. What is the cost—benefit ratio for flood control alone? 

General Cassipy. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.7 to 1 overall. 1.3 to 1 
for flood control alone. 

Mr. Evins. Could the engineers use the funds in the 1959 fiscal year 
to complete the planning of New Hogan Dam ? 

If so, what amount or how much would be required? In your opin- 
ion, could construction money be used? If so, how much? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir; $230,000 for planning, and a total of 
$1,500,000 construction money, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. May I say there that such questions as that—how 
much more money can you use—is a rabble-rousing question; and I 
have never found the Corps of Engineers in a position where they 
could not use more money on anything for any purpose at any time. 

Please proceed. 

Mr. Evrns. Have the local interests given assurances for repay- 
ment of the portion of the Hogan Dam cost allocated to irrigation ? 

General Casstpy. I have assurance from the city of Stockton, from 
the Stockton and East San Joaquin Irrigation District, and there is 
a meeting today of the Calaveras County Conservation District which 
proposes to pass a resolution to that effect, and in addition last Fri- 
day, the California Legislature passed a joint resolution stating that 
it was their intent to pass such legislation as was necessary to repay 
the Corps of Engineers for conservation where the State did partici- 
pate in the development with the corps. 

Mr. Evtns. In other words, General, you had a very terrific and 
devastating flood in March and February of this year, and the local 
people are so interested in the project that they are more than willing 
to put in their local part and the State legislature is acting on this 
project too? 

General Casstpy. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Evins. What is the situation with respect to the diverting 
canal? Is it badly damaged ? 

General Casstpy. The diverting canal does not have the capacit 
which we know it should have and does not have a levee on its nort 
bank which should be there. 


. 
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Mr. Evrns. This is a project on which the corps just feels some work 
should be done at the earliest possible date? 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


SAN FRANCISCO BAY STUDY 


Mr. Fenton. What is the San Francisco Bay study ? 

General Cassipy. That is a comprehensive study for navigation and 
reclamation in the San Francisco Bay and area around it. 

Transportation is also involved. The primary purpose of the study 
is to see whether or not barriers could be put across the arms of San 
Francisco Bay so as to create fresh water lakes for water conservation 
to save the floodwaters which are running into the sea. 

The main progress of the study so far has been to collect data and 
to construct a model of the bay to test the various barrier systems. 

As an adjunct to that and one for which I have very great hopes is 
the study of silt movements in the bay, by which we should be able to 
improve our dredging practices. 

We spend, between the Navy and the corps, about $214 million a 
year for dredging in San Francisco Bay. 


If we save 10 percent of that a year, the model will be paid for in 3 
years. 


Mr. Fenton. Where is this model ? 


General Cassipy. It is located at Sausalito on the north side of 
the bay. 


Mr. Razavt. How big is it ? 


General Casstpy. About 50 yards long, and about 50 yards wide 
shaped like a big fishhook. 

Mr. Fenton. How much did it cost? 

General Cassipy. $581,000. 

Mr. Fenton. Thank you. 


ConstTRucTION, GENERAL 


CoNSTRUCTION 
SACRAMENTO RIVER, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. Sacramento River deepwater channel, $6 million. 
We will insert pages 6a to 12 at this point in the record. 
(The pages follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
SACRAMENTO River, CaLir. (DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL) 


(Continuing) 
OE | CU idan iin wi ietinisin ic cesta initia miniatastitcte 


Revised estimate 





1959 budget Revised 





estimete 
Sieiste channel excavation (Prospect Island) -.............-- 0 $500, 000 
ontinue excavation of ship channel. -.........-.....-....--- $2, 680, 000 2, 960, 000 
Initiate construction of lock and bridge... _..........-..----.- 0 2, 000, 000 
Engineering and desien. ..__..........-.-.--...-.+--..-..-.- 100, 000 100. 000 
Supervision and administration..................-...-.--....- 220, 000 440. 000 
BNNs in cc cncckaesassecnecequcesscssesscotesouseonuetos 3, 000, 000 6, 000, 000 
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Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 
Locks. eocdtcnkeens: June 1962-. : ahubasas ac-nac--<) Ager 1061. 
Bridges. _- cle ied dem Sn we deka > SREP aR ca June 1960. 
Ohannels.-.---.---. _..-..-----.---| After fiseal year 1964 (December 1964).........| June 1962. 
Levees Jecbeaabelipe cap accl See ae i Do, 
Entire project. ee ae eta OS. After fiscal year 1964 (December 1964) _- «tii Do. 


Location.—Between Suisun Bay (an arm of San Francisco Bay) and the city 
of Sacramento, with a harbor at Washington Lake near Sacramento, Calif. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.28 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


percent of esti- 


| Accumulated 
| Amount mated Federal 











cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) --.---......-.......-.-.------ $41, 000, 000 a it 
Estimated Federal cost (U. S. Coast Guard) ___._- $ | 325, 000 a i 
Neen ne creat nannedeecenehinawenn 3, 100, 000 |..._--- 
Cash contribution_- a goal 0 |. a be 
SE ies cenenteuwe noe ----------| 8, 100,000 |. 
Total estimated project cost. _.- -----| 44,425, 000 |. 
Appropriations to June 30, Rec sot) ssehsi, i Bists S<-osel Ge O00 ji si. 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_ aandiawaodl 2, 500, 000 | _. = 
Appropriations to date_____- eee + 7, 849, 000 | 19 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_ eney tele 3, 000, 000 26 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959___.......-..-...-....-- ee ie 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Channel : 
Widen and deepen Sacramento River and Cache Slough to 300 feet wide and 
30 feet deep for 18 miles. 
New channel 200 feet wide and 30 feet deep from Cache Slough to Washing- 
ton Lake, 25 miles. 


Barge canal: New channel 120 feet wide and 13 feet deep from harbor in Wash- 
ington Lake to Sacramento River, 1.5 miles. 

Turning basin: Harbor and turning basin in Washington Lake, 2,000 feet by 
2,400 feet by 3,400 feet in size and 30 feet deep. 

Navigation lock : On barge canal 86 feet wide and 600 feet long. 

Bascule bridge: Single leaf combination highway and railroad bridge across 
eanal at harbor end of lock, 135-foot span. 


eae: (Jan. 1, 1958) 








Percent Completion schedule 
complete 
Nw nar nena ‘ wanwn cuPitane Aple sea a ian ame (4) June 1962. 
NE een ae eee cid cginicliiieelkdiapaluinaginy (1) February 1961. 
oe meng ne ance AE : oily ciao emilee loo hana 15 | After fiscal year 1064. 
dee onpeeh sok ae oe ? veto tel betas A 13 | June 1963, 
Eatie SE a ee ey er 14 | After fiscal year 1964. 





| Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


This project will permit deep-draft oceangoing vessels to proceed directly to 
Sacramento, thereby reducing shipping costs to a trade area of approximatley 
75,000 square miles with a population of about 1 million people. Based upon 
recent analysis, it is estimated that in 1956 inbound commerce to the Sacramento 
trade area was about $6,500,000 tons, and that outbound commerce was about 


ae one TAT 


ely RS 








el 
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9 million tons. Approximately 760,000 tons of products from the Sacramento 
trade area moved to their destinations by deep water shipping through ports 
in the San Francisco Bay area and the port of Stockton. It is estimated that 
deepwater traffic will amount to 710,000 tons during the first year of port op- 
eration, will reach a peak of 1,030,000 tons per year, and will average 860,000 
tons per year over the life of the project. Rice, grain, and canned goods pro- 
duced in the area will account for about 560,000 tons of the total annual tonnage 
to move through the channel. The project channel will also be used 
for large amounts of barge shipping because its length is shorter than the river 
and becauge the greater depth and slack water permits handling of larger 
barges. Such use, for the transportation of gasoline and other petroleum prod- 
si alone, is estimated to average 3,800,000 tons per year over the life of the 
project. 
Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $3 million will be applied to: 


Jontinue excavation of ship channel__.._._-_..-.__--____-________ $2, 680, 000 
RING CG. GON ik ct niininnimivizinititciniieiaittaaie i icipiatibeabsaiaial 100, 000 
SRT UNE CA see neins cciscnninnsnssicennceiipiatioantiseiy anita sleslelilgin 220,000 

SO Iii i Ripe hairiest cahilbiae tein sicndintitinicpenspeodlds 3, 000, 000 


An appropriation of $3 million for fiscal year 1959 is the minimum required 
for a construction schedule which anticipates project completion in fiscal year 
1965. A major continuing contract is scheduled for award in fiscal year 1958 
and the requested amount is necessary for the proper funding of this contract. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, SACRAMENTO RIVER (SUISUN BAY TO SACRAMENTO 
10-FOOT CHANNEL) 


Work completed consists of provision of a 10-foot shallow-draft channel from 
Suisun Bay to Sacramento. The cost of this work was $197,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATIONS, SACRAMENTO RIVER, (SHALLOW DRAFT CHANNEL, 
SACRAMENTO TO RED BLUFF) 


A modification authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1935 provides for 
a depth of 6 feet between Sacramento and Colusa, a depth of 5 feet between 
Colusa and Chico Landing and such depths as practicable to Red Bluff. Of the 
authorized work, the 6-foot channel to Colusa has been completed. The cost of 
this work was $389,000. Estimated cost of work remaining to complete the 
modification of $394,000. 

Non-Federal cost.—The cost to local interests in complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation for the ship channel is currently estimated at $3,100,- 
000. This cost consists of payments for lands and damages, $1,525,000; and 
road, railroad, bridge, and utility relocations and modifications, $1,575,000. 
Annual maintenance costs to local interests are estimated at $10,000. 

In addition, present plans of local interests contemplate the expenditure of 
more than $5 million for terminal facilities and appurtenances, the costs of 
which will be met by revenue from port tolls and service charges. Over 
$1,310,000 have already been expended toward accomplishing this plan. 

In addition to developments by the port district other facilities have been 
constructed in the port area which will make use of project facilities. A rice 
growers cooperative has built a rice mill and warehouse costing in excess of 
$2,250,000. Two warehouse companies have constructed and placed in operation 
three warehouses costing about $300,000 each. The State of California has 
completed construction of the highway overpass entrance to the port terminal 
area at a cost of about $300,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests are represented by the Sacramento- 
Yolo Port District formed in April 1947 for the purpose of carrying out the re- 
quired local cooperation. The port district by resolution dated December 24, 
1947, gave assurances that it would accomplish all requirements for local co- 
operation. These assurances were accepted. on February 3, 1948. 

Acquisition has been completed of all lands, easements and rights-of-way re- 
quired for the ship channel construction scheduled for award in March 1958. 
All lands for the lock and bridge have been acquired in fee except that owned 
by the Sacramento Northern Railway. The port district is actively negotiating 
for an easement through this property. Acquisition of the spoils area required 
between Collinsville (mile 0) and Rio Vista (mile 14.1) is expected to be com- 
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pleted by December 1958, well in advance of the scheduled construction— 
$1 million in bonds were sold by the port district in November 1956, proceeds of 
which are being used by the port district for acquisition of rights-of-way and for 
port facilities. A contract for foundation construction for the Rio Vista bridge 
in amount of about $1 million was let by the State in fiscal year 1958 and con- 
struction is current underway. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$41 niillion is an increase of $1,500,000 over the latest estimate ($39,500,000) 
submitted to Congress. An increase of $1,639,000 is due to higher price levels. 
However. changes in requirements developed from design studies, anticipated 
underruns in construction quantities on an existing contract and a reanalysis of 
00 for supervision and administration resulted in a decrease of 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
RE arg Stage gpd do bse tars bb aess b-tensces SE G00 DOO bisccmawi sews] ksi. Jee id $5, 620, 000 
nO isiainkde pewdabacdvcetigacuud SRD Lite iskea ts oko Ptaeaidnn bo anee eae 1, 130. 000 
| SE eae ee el 27, 190, 000 | $3, 214, 200 | $1,875,300 | $3,354,000 | 18, 746, 500 
We eect he SA ic. 2. 650, 9, esse ven ict hauls. 223 F/O OO 
Engineering and design...........--.__.--- 1, 660, 000 936, 700 100, 000 100, 000 523, 300 
Supervision and administration. -......__- 2, 750, 000 357, 600 188, 400 240, 400 1, 963, 600 
Tot-l applied cost (Corps of Engi- 
neers funds only).............--..- 41,000,000 | 4,857,700 | 2,163,700 | 3,694,400 | 30, 284,200 
I ah cweke enna OU Bieta inns SNe ond on. Rannee tenes 
Total project cost — of Engi- 
neers funds only).................- 41,000,000 | 4,857,700 | 2,163,700 | 3,694,400 | 30, 284, 200 
Nee en nal sabe eeu None 


© PSO RE 25 LESS 000,000 | 4,857,700 | 2,163,700 | 38,694,400 | 30, 284,200 
Undelivered SS OS PE TT EAT —31,800 | 134,400 — 133, 000 
Total obligations. ...................}.._..__..-..] 5,156,900 | 2,131,900} 3,560,000 | 30,151, 200 
Sats | ee ess | eee ss eee 
METHOD OF FINANCING 

Corps of Engineer funds: 
FON 6 lida A kd see winch eadslevlacd. 5,008,800 | 2,600,000 }........_.._]-.-.-...-.-- 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_|..........-- POR GIOH kis. eda sek binds Ek dnon etic 
Unobligated carryover prior year_...._|-....--- thinkin wagaieddidanga 191, 900 BE Eiassondeenen 
Total funds available for obligation._|............|....-...-..- pS empeeieeeanas! Peg cere eee me 
BRIG BIO E an iho i ich shies. [50 acca ssi | ngesab nude hecuehe <deie 8, 000, 000 30, 151, 200 


COST INCREASE 


Mr. Cannon. Last year the cost was up $2 million, but this year it 
is up another $114 million. There is a total increase in 2 years of 
$314 million. For what purpose? 

General Casstpy. Sir, price levels accounted for an increase of 
$1,600,000, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. That leaves $1,900,000. 

General Casstpy. There was a decrease of $241,000. 

Mr. Cannon. A decrease. 

General Casstpy. Yes, a decrease because of a contract. Everything 
is listed here on a list that I have of things that happened which re- 
sulted in a net increase of $114 million. 

Mr. Cannon. That leaves $2,150,000 then. 

General Casstpy. The increase last year was a cost increase and was 
an extension of the toe drain which we found necessary as we went 
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along. Since last year there is a decrease of $241,000; a decrease of 
$620,000; an increase of $956,000; and a decrease of $234,000; totaling 
an increase of $1,500,000. 


STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Cannon. What is the current status of construction ? 

General Casstpy. We have almost completed the toe drain, and we 
are going to let contracts for the bridge and lock and for the dredging 
this summer. 

The dredging at the lower end of the cut, which opens up the bypass 
to handle the flood flows, has been completed. 

Mr. Cannon. What has caused the carryover of $560,000 this year? 

General Casstpy. There were several factors affecting this, going 
back to fiscal year 1957. That year we were directed to hold down 
expenditures so the contract for the toe drain was not awarded until 
late in June. 

Then we were given an apportionment for fiscal year 1958 so that 
our lock and bridge construction was dropped from the fiscal year 
1958 program. 

In March we were authorized to proceed with the full amount of 
funds available to us, so we will now make the awards for the lock 
and bridge and for a portion of the dredging this fiscal year- 

Mr. Cannon. You are asking $3 million additional in the budget 
amendment. Are you certain you will need all of the $3 million that 
you are asking supplemental to your current budget ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. My carryover as now planned will be 
about $979,000. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the status of your land acquisition and your 
easements and your rights-of-way required for 1959 ? 

General Cassipy. The Sacramento-Yolo port district is responsible 
for furnishing us rights-of-way and they have been acquiring land for 
some time wel shiel of the project. 

Mr. Cannon. No damages there? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. 

They are ahead of actual acquisition requirements. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Evtns. How long has that project been underway ? 

General Cassipy. It was started before the Korean war, then stopped 
and then reactivated again 2 years ago. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, it has been a very slowly progressing 
project, and you have been delayed from time to time. 

You are going to develop this project, and receive the benefits from 
the project and I think the corps should proceed. 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir; it is just a partially completed project 
now. 

Mr. Evins. But all along the local interests have been far ahead in 
their participation; so if there is anyone dragging their feet, it is the 
corps, or shall we put the blame elsewhere ? 

General Cassipy. The corps with available funds has gone as far 
as it could, sir. 

Mr. Evrns. General, with respect to the amended budget for this 
project what amount of money should be included in the budget for 
the construction to proceed in the most economical and efficient way. 
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Mr. Cannon. Is that question “can be” or “should be” ? 

Mr. Evins. “Should be.” Of course, the Congress could appropriate 
any amount ofmoney. We are asking the general 

Mr. Cannon. We might also ask the general how many more men 
he has sitting around his office with nothing to do since he can take on 
so much more work ? 

General Casstpy. My answer to the question is $6 million. 

Mr. Evins. How much did you request of the Bureau of the 
Budget ? 

Mr. Cannon. That means you could use $6 million more? 

General Cassiny. No, sir; this is the exact figure that is in the ap- 
propriation request. $6 million. 

Mr. Cannon. I beg your pardon. 

General Cassipy. Not $6 million additional, sir. 

Mr. Evrys. There are $6 million in the amended budget for this 
project. 

I am asking the genera] what in his opinion should be appropriated 
so that the project can proceed satisfactorily and economically. 

General Cassmpy. The amount that should be appropriated, I will 
have to say is $6 million. 

Mr. Evins. I am asking you again how much would or did you ask 
the Bureau of the Budget for, if any, beyond the $6 million. 

General Casstpy. We asked initially for less than $6 million. 

Mr. Evrns. Have the local interests provided necessary rights-of- 
way in time to meet all your requirements ? 

General Casstpy. They have, sir. 

Mr. Evrns. Have the local interests met their various obligations 
in connection with this project ? 

General Casstpy. They are completely met, sir. 

Mr. Evrys. Have the local interests invested various capital in im- 
provements in anticipation of the early completion of the project? 

General Casstpy. They have, sir. They have constructed elevators, 
rice milling plants; and have built four warehouses, all in anticipa- 
tion of the construction of this project. 

Mr. Evrns. I recall a visit of certain members of the subcommittee 
to California a few years ago, and the general did a very hospitable 
job of showing us the various projects in the State and I recall having 
seen this project. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fenton. Can you give us a brief summary of the status of 
this, and I would like to have the Corps furnish a detailed breakdown 
analysis for the records, of the purported benefits and an indication 
of what the adverse effects would be on existing other transportation 
facilities? 

General Cassipy. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon. Are you in a position to do that ? 

General Cassipy. It may take a little time. 

Mr. Cannon. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Cannon. Back on the record. 

General Casstpy. I may not be able to do it as fast as you want it. 
T have an analysis of our benefits, but for an analysis of the adverse 
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effects of the other modes of transportation, that would require quite 
a study. 

Mr. Cannon. It would be an undue request. 

Mr. Fen'ron. He can give us an estimate. 

Mr. Cannon. Yes. 

(The information follows:) 

The greater portion of the deep-draft traffic that would move over the water- 
way consists of outbound grains and processed agricultural products which at 
the. present time move 40 to 90 additional miles by barge, truck, or rail to existing 
deepwater ports in the San Francisco-Stockton area. It is expected that such 
loss of tonnage by other transportation systems and terminals will be temporary 
and will be compensated for by natural growth in the tributary areas and by new 
industries that will be brought into the area by the advantages offered by various 
Federal navigation and flood-control improvements. The shallow draft tonnage 
consists principally of inbound petroleum products which now move by barge 
over the river channel. The straight and 12-mile shorter route via the deep-draft 
channel will result in a benefit to the present carriers. 

Mr. Fenton. If you give us a detailed breakdown would it show 
the changes made in benefits that increased the benefit-to-cost ratio 
from 1.04 to 1.28 to1? 

General Cassipy. I have a complete study which shows that, sir, and 
Ican supply it for the record. However, it is about 12 pages long. 

Mr. Fenton. If it is not too long, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cannon. It will bea little long. 

Mr. Rasaut. He could supply it to the committee. 

Mr. Fenton. Could you give us just a digest ? 

General Casstpy. I will do what I can and submit it. 

(The information follows :) 

A review of project economics was made in December 1957. Such study in- 
volved an analysis of present and projected future tonnage moving to and from 
the tributary area to determine what portion of such tonnage could move at a 
savings over the proposed waterway. The study showed that the average annual 
deep-draft traffic that could be expected amounted to 857,000 tons and that the 
savings thereon would amount to $1,871,300 annually, or about $2.05 per ton. 
Similarly, the annual savings on 4 million tons of expected shallow-draft traffic 
is estimated at $477,400 or about $0.12 per ton. 

Mr. Fenton. How can you hold or reduce your engineering, design, 
supervision, and administration down to a little over 10 percent on 
this project when the corps has increased it on project after project 
with many running over 20 percent ? 

General Cassipy. It depends on the type of project, sir. A dam or 
powerhouse is a very complicated structure. The engineering may be 
very detailed and may take a large part of the total cost of the project. 
_ In some of the missile structures that we are building, the engineer- 
ing is a very heavy portion; but on a channel such as this where there 
is dredging, and levees, it can be held down. 

Mr. Fenton. That makes it easier then ? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir; there is less detailed design and drafting 
work. 

Mr. Fenton. You have to have some large structures that do go as 
high as 15 percent ? 

General Casstpy. There again we have considerable knowledge of 
this area of the Sacramento Valley. This is in the Yolo Bypass. In 
the case of a new levee system it may be necessary to make borings, so 
the extent of the investigation that goes into your engineering may 
vary depending on the knowledge of the area. 
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Mr. Fenton. I realize that is an area that has been profiting for 
many years from Federal projects and therefore should have plenty 
of information available on that sort of thing. 

Mr. Evrns. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

_ Mr. Evins. We often talk about local contributions and local par- 
ticipation. Here is a project in which the city and county and State 
have all made substantial contributions. They have built roadways, 
overpasses already constructed. 

The main waterlanes are there. It just needs the corps to widen 
the canal and dredge it so that commerce may be made available. 


SAN JOAQUIN RIVER, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. The San Joaquin River, Calif., for which funds in 
the amount of $700,000 are requested. 








(The pages follow :) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 

San JOAQUIN River, CaAuir. (STOCKTON DEEPWATER CHANNEL 
(Continuing) 
Nn al ites acs Nien iaiainancaiiamagabaaiadbaien $600, 000 
Teen een nn ee nen eee ele leaeglecniig orien apeapalinsghaielcnctiein teres 700, 000 
emeeeae ie Danie eetimebte sone a at en ed 100, 000 

The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Continue bank protection work...............--.--.------...- $482, 000 $590, 000 $108, 000 
Continue engineering and design....__..._......---------.---- 58, 000 60, 000 2, 000 
Continue supervision and administration. ................-.-- 60, 000 50, 000 —10, 000 
ee ia Bs sen cinasciada Soegeiel 600, 000 700, 000 100, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
i i 
| 1959 budget | Revised estimate 
Enlarged turning basin.._......_...-........--- Completed...............- | Completed. 
Bank protection (scattered locations) -..._......- | UN In 0 isla acne tistnnnle | June 1960. 
New turning basin.................----- _....| After fiscal year 1964_-____- After fiscal year 1964. 
NS EE a eee 7 ec l cinatiphs asian be wiigenvidaiilaots di a tteai Do. 
Burns cutoff (including railroad and highway j----- Sia c.numanntie beanie Do. 
bridge). 
Dredging Mormon Channel. -______-.._.-__._---- a an cia aaa el Do. 
Enlarged upper Stockton Channel. .----_.......--|_-.-- MOU itiussided. we. Do. 
NN Se ntchopnecdoncccspagnandes ae enon once suupdaiiaiies Do. 


Location.—Deepwater navigation channel in San Joaquin River from its mouth 
in Suisun Bay at Pittsburg to the city of Stockton, a distance of 41 miles, 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 
Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
pL Re es ae ee ee ee ST ee ey ee 1 $10, 490, 000 }..........:..... 
I ee ee a a aad 
ag. ccncwbdhncccncsawadedastiptennbinanskieuacatieaed GUE OO Yosctdctnntotente 
ae Sic ies oa CRIB RS LS Beeman es nie Se Tas 
Total estimated project cost ..............-. nah ahaa isan tlias onl Te eign cdesinninaa 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957___....._- DU Nissin cocrinmeiiis 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 OR nine Xtc 
Appropriations te Gave -- . ..-2-...--.............. 1, 225, 000 12 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_._............------..---. 2. 600, 000 17 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. _...............-.......--.-...-. I OE ia niin esti 





1 The budget commitment at this time is only for bank rere along Stockton Ship Channel having 
a total Federal cost of $2,338,000. Funds in the amount of $771,000 will be required to complete the bank 
protection work after fiscal year 1959. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Mormon Channel, 9 feet deep, 100 feet wide, 1.3 miles long. 
Upper Stockton Channel, 30 feet deep, 150 feed wide, 5,500 feet long. 
Burns cutoff (including railroad and highway bridge), 30 feet deep, 225 
feet wide, 4 miles long. 
Bank protection: Levee protective works as required along ship channel. 
Turning basin: Enlargement of Stockton Harbor turning basin to 30 feet deep, 
960. feet wide, and 1,200 feet long. At Rough and Ready Island, 30 feet 
deep, 600 feet wide and 1,350 feet long (new turning basin). 
Settling basins: Above head of Burns cutoff, 17 feet deep, 600 feet wide, and 
2,000 feet long. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent Completion schedule 





complete 
ee oneninw babies i... .. bos. hick Ln as 100 
Bank protection (scattered locations) ..................-- Jaeawhoenies 26 | June 1960. 
EE 6, i wri panini s <euneohnet he neunebib meni anaes () After fiscal year 1964. 
IE = 56s oo Greta tne cee hh cu sd ceeeeenad inte dessoead (4) Do. 
Burns cutoff (ineluding railroad and highway bridge) -_. () Do. 
Dredging Mormon Channel. ....................-..-..- @) Do. 
Enlarged upper Stockton Channel... ............--.--- Q) Do. 
ERRNO TN oon io 5 cslccdlicbcbidecdsthucdsadueeoadiges 8 Do. 


1 Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The Stockton deepwater channel portion of the San Joaquin River project 
provides deep-water shipping facilities to the port of Stockton. This port serves 
the southern half of the highly productive Central Valley of California. Prin- 
cipal distribution centers and their populations are: Modesto, 33,000; Merced, 
19,000 ; Madera, 13,500; Fresno, 118,000; and Bakersfield, 75,000. Population of 
the southern Central Valley is about 1,300,000. Traffic through the port has 
increased very rapidly in the last few years and in 1956 amounted to about 
2,600,000 tons compared with about 800,000 tons in 1946. Of this amount, about 
2 million tons were deep-draft cargo and the balance barge traffic. The project 
also serves military installations in the Stockton area, including the United 
States naval supply annex and Sharpe General Depot at Stockton. Wave action 
induced by the river traffic has caused serious erosion of levees and banks along 
the San Joaquin River below Stockton, necessitating expensive maintenance by 
the local interests. Bank protection work is required to remedy the erosion 
already experienced and to prevent further erosion in critical areas. 





rare rae, ae ctiae eacaenchn coda eakdanaionmaal 


2 a a mae 


a 


| 


1066 


Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $600,000 will be applied to: 


a i TEE TN A ate napa $482, 000 
Uenemee engineering and design.______._._.-__ ---.-...-.____._ 58, 000 
Continue supervision and administration._.___...____________-_-.--_- 60, 000 

NR iceecie al ienin attc eh inephhetdieeepilhinkegibdidetnirdaememepi penne guenntsesoipcihinies 600, 000 


With funds recommended for the budget year, the remedial bank protection 
work initiated in fiscal year 1957, in critical areas along the Stockton ship chan- 
nel, will be continued. 

COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


Work completed consists of provision of a 30-foot channel to Stockton; dredg- 
ing of Mormon Channel; and snagging, removal of overhanging trees, and 
construction of brush wing dams from the mouth of Stockton Channel to Hills 
Ferry, a distance of 86 miles, to facilitate light-draft navigation in that part of 
the river. The Federal cost of this completed work was $4,010,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATIONS 

None. 

Non-Federal costs.—The costs to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation for the 1950 modification of the San Joaquin River 
(Stockton deepwater channel) are currently estimated at $1,930,000, compris- 
ing a cash contribution of $530,000 toward the construction cost; payments for 
lands and damages, $1,240,000; and utility relocations and utility revisions, 
$160,000. Of the required cash contribution toward the construction cost, local 
interests have contributed $35,000 to date. Such contribution was required of 
them for enlargement of the turning basin at Stockton, which work was accom- 
plished in fiscal year 1955. After completion, local interests will maintain and 
operate the combined highway and railroad bridge and will maintain the levees 
and banks for the entire project. 

In addition, local interests have agreed to provide, maintain, and operate suit- 
able terminal and related facilities prior to enlargement of Stockton Channel 
and construction of the channel around Rough and Ready Island. The amount of 
these costs is not available. 

Local interests made cash contributions of $1,308,000 in compliance with the 
requirements of local cooperation for previous work accomplished on the project. 
In addition, other costs were incurred for furnishing lands, rights-of-way and 
suitable spoil-disposal areas; providing terminal facilities; and assuming main- 
tenance of the levees. The amount of these other costs is not available. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests are represented by the Stockton 
Port District for the purpose of carrying out the required local cooperation. The 
port district, by resolution dated September 21, 1954, gave assurances that it 
would accomplish all requirements for local cooperation. These assurances were 
accepted on December 14, 1954. The port district has advised that it will furnish 
the necessary rights-of-way prior to the scheduled dates of advertising of con- 
struction contracts. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$10,490,000 is an increase of $500,000 over the latest estimate ($9,990,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress; $435,000 of this increase is due to higher price levels. Re- 
examination of requirements for engineering and design and supervision and 
administration resulted in an increase of $65,000, including contributions to the 
retirement fund. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 




















Feature |Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 =| 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Lands and damages... -..................... WME Pisesvaceussun wenGh tee saloy sme ainnal $3, 000 
Bridges, railroad and highway bridge_____- TMM soit Ricca cit bivs ean) 1, 565, 000 
CR 66 daineenm vere Kanne <etnapnepiaiiad 7, 992, 000 $611, 100 $199, 000 $729, 000 6, 452, 900 
Engineering and design -- ST ah atae 551, 000 67, 200 33, 000 60, 000 390, 800 
Supervision and administration - ~~ -..._..- 909, 000 50, 500 15, 200 60, 000 783, 300 
Total applied cost (Federal funds at 
and non-Federal contributions) ..__} 11,020,000 728, 800 247, 200 849,000 | 9,195,000 
Urimermmneed Waste. 2228 Satie fs -..5..2,~0 seme SHES esac 
Total project cost (Federal funds : 
and non-Federal contributions_..__| i1,020, 000 728, 800 247, 200 849, 000 9, 195, 000 
Damn: —panieaqeies nnnindiageeaaen ll pene apie i smmmensunniarenmn cnet estat eee ue 

Pending adjustments__-._.._............_. eee. None Be co ee ee Pee 

Total cost (Federal funds and non- | | | : 
Federal contributions) - waist 11, 020, 000 | 728, 800 | 247, 200 | 849, 000 9, 195, 000 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 
only). - pe ; , 
Undistributed costs 


| 10, 490, 000 693, 800 247, 200 | 849, 000 8, 700, 000 
| “ ; | . haend 


Total project cost (Federal funds | 
only) | 10, 490, 000 693, 800 | 247, 200 | 849, 000 8, 700, 000 
Pending adjustments... ‘ Lge. 2am 7 None de ce ; 





— a | 





























Total cost (Federal funds only). | 10, 490, 000 693, 800 247, 200 849, 000 8, 700, 000 
Undelivered orders. ; 27,100 | —17, 100 25, 000 —35, 000 
Total obligations (Federal funds | 
only) : 720,900 | 230, 100 874,000 | 8, 665, 000 
‘ : = I ————————  — — —_______} = <== |= — 
Non-Federal contributions: 
Channels... : | 459, 000 31, 000 sited 428, 000 
Engineering and design__.. 26, 000 | 2, 000 | 24, 000 
Supervision and administration - - _-_-__| 45, 000 | 2, 000 | 43, 000 
Total applied cost (non-Federal | | | 
contributions) . 530, 000 | 4 suspeayl 495, 000 
—————————S={|« aX—Y— SS ——— ————————————— — = ef cease 
Undistributed costs - None | ban ie Bt isha 
Total project cost (non-Federal Con- | | 
tributions) - - - : | 530, 000 35, 000 495, 000 
Pending adjustments_- ' None |..-..-. Sia ata uw Mes 
Total cost (non-Federal contribu- | | 
a .s . 530, 000 35, 000 |. 495, 000 
— | ~ | — ae iment J 
: ‘ } | 
Undelivered orders J None , i = 
i _ > = alice _ — nemeamen _ —E eee 
Total obligations (non-Federal con- | | | 
tributions) - _-- 35, 000 495, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING | . < eee 
Federal funds: | | 
Appropriations ‘ | 785, 000 440, 000 |_. . |. 
Unobligated carryover prior year. [node 64, 100 274, 000 | 
Total funds available for obligation. | 504, 100 | 
Appropriat‘ons required ate Peel = sacskaal Oe aes 600, 000 8, 665, 000 
Non-Federal contributions: | 
Contributions. | | | 
Unobligated carryover prior year. __. | . 
Total funds ava'lable for obligation __| 











Contributions required LLL A a Rai 495, 000 
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Mr. Cannon. General Cassidy, has this been changed under the 
revised estimate ? 

General Cassiny. We have added $100,000 additional to the original 
estimate. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the basis for that request of an additional 
$100,000? 

General Casswwy. Just an ability to do additional bank protection 
work to that extent. 

Mr. Cannon. May I ask you this: you are taking into considera- 
tion that you have a $274,000 carryover, are you not; and in addition 
to that carryover, you are asking for another $100,000? 

That will give you $374,000 for 1959 above what your original 
budget estimate was. 

General Cassipy. My carryover was $64,000. 

Mr, Cannon. On page 21 here, it states that the year 1959 the carry- 
over is $274,000. With this $100,000 that would be an additional 
$374,000. 

General Casswy. The sheets on the back end of this estimate have 
not been revised since we have had our new estimate. My carryover 
on June 30, 1957, was $64,100. In June 1958, the carryover will be 
about $170,000. 

Mr. Cannon. Can you use that money? Do you need that money? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. This project is for a series of revet- 
ments to protect levees from wave wash by deep-draft ships in the 
San Joaquin River. That wave wash threatens and endangers the 
levees of the local people. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Fenton. I understand that that is bank protection work. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenron. You do not contemplate any other work in 1959? 

General Cassipy. Only bank protection. 

Mr. Fenton. I believe you said a while ago that the cost level for 
the levees was less in this particular area, did you not? 

General Casstpy. We have reduced the estimated cost on part of 
the work for the Sacramento deepwater ship channel, but it has no 
relationship at all to the cost of the particular sites along the San 
Joaquin River. 


LOWER SAN JOAQUIN RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Cannon. The lower San Joaquin River and tributaries in 
California—levee and channel improvements. They are requesting 
$1 million. We will insert pages 22a through 28 in the record. 

(The information follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


LoweER SAN JOAQUIN RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA 


(Continuing) 
Budget estimate_-----------~-------------------------------~---.-- $800, 000 
Revised estimate__--------------------~-----------~-~------~-----.-.- 1, 000, 000 
Sen rniss Sk DIET CECIUNINGE asic ic re einceia a nemninnmnsanargnte 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 








1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Initiate levee construction and bank — San Joaquin 
River-Tuolumne River to Merced River___..._............ $290, 000 $75, 000 —$215, 000 


Initiate and complete levee construction and bank protection, 

San Joaquin River, right bank, Walthall Slough to Old 

Tg, SS Ee bi As yatgah La 4 agai 224, 000 224, 000 | 0 
Complete levee construction and bank protection, San Joa- 

quin River, left bank, Banta-Carbona intake to Old River, 


Oe SRE SO ats manne n anh mtennestasmtonmpeniienmans onal 166, 000 566, 000 400, 000 
Engineering and design _ rete aa wedc eens 50, 000 60, 000 10, 000 
Supervision and administration....._................-...----- 70, 000 75, 000 5, 000 





Osa +ineedare~teeeeeiens nh caereiitpebiotaaiaah ean 800, 000 1, 000, 000 200, 000 


Revised completion schedule 














| 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
sides lcbih taint hin abil banshee Ae lntanciphiigedilin MAS TGS 5 iS BS 
i 
UR nope kno oed ne thn soe eee ae After 1964 (December 1964) _. _...-| December 1964. 
Cope 0016. SA at. od Le OE Sr eo Sa ae Do. 
DOIIO IGN bainn strane gine cbiipaiicnsemeienavdcts iitend acide cndtbonsins« alone --| Do. 





Location.—On the lower reaches of the San Joaquin River and of the Stanislaus 
and Tuolumne Rivers. The levee and channel improvements will be constructed 
mainly along the San Joaquin River from the mouth of the Merced River to 
the San Joaquin River Delta near Stockton, Calif. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Bene/it-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| 
| 


| 
Accumulated 
Amount 





| 
| percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 
er -—_—_—____-— $$$ $$ | —_ melamine Sbgeneten’ 
IN IID BOT ain deme cane <oncarinnnsacqungiieenitinineimnbidntaes | $11, 900, 000 | _. 
Estimated non-Federal cost...........-.4....2-.12-2-225-2-2..--22.2.- 3, 200, 000 | Si 
RPE ORIN 65166 0s < stra ppiciornyelinpa ane itepgbeernabaeal | Pixs 
ET MEE. circ coabenceseessae 1 ttsasphun dian thndsscdpasteditineset tment manatees 3, 200, 000 | 
ee EE DIS CON a ore sid ddisa ck cnakindedasdeasiens : | 15, 100,000 |. 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_- 1, 496, 000 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 paicarh ~aecdilinn 860, 000 |__ 
Appropriations to date. .._..___- bnbse hae itachi ten seshdh eebeld 2, 356, 000 20 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_...............--------..-..- | 800, 000 | 27 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. ..-_....-- weed ctbttiinthnat | 8, 744, 000 | _. ; 


| 
| 
| 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees : 
Average height: 12 feet. 
Length: 100 miles. 
Channels: Minor channel clearing. 
Channel stabilization: 7 spur dikes. 
Bank protection: 13 miles 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 








Percent Completion schedule 
come 
Levees . S ENG J 10 | After fiscal year 1964. 
Channels... walt is bchce, beh cheba swe} Do 
Entire project - _- E : 


13} Do. 
| 


1 Not started. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


This levee and channel improvement project is an integral unit of the over- 
all plan for flood control and other purposes on the lower San Joaquin River 
and tributaries. The project supplements flood control storage on Tuolumne, 
Stanislaus, and San Joaquin Rivers by providing required channel capacity for 
regulated flows. Levee and channel improvements, together with the reservoir 
storage, will provide urgently needed flood protection to about 140,000 acres 
of rich agricultural land; to numerous commercial and public installations; to 
several important military facilities; to residential and industrial areas adja- 
eent to the city of Stockton; to the Southern Pacific, Western Pacific, Atchison, 
Topeka and Santa Fe, and the Stockton, Terminal and Eastern Railroads; and 
to United States Highway, No. 50, a main arterial highway of the area. Diver- 
sified truck and field crops, cotton, and other crops essential to a rapidly ex- 
panding civilian economy, are grown in the highly developed agricultural area 
to be protected. During the floods of 1950, 1952, and 1955-56, severe damage 
was suffered by the area along the San Joaquin River below the mouth of 
Merced River. Recent studies show that proposed improvements (levees on San 
Joaquin River and storage reservoirs on Stanislaus and Tuolumne Rivers) 
would prevent, under current conditions of prices and development, damages of 
about $11,700,000, $1,250,000 and $1,530,000, respectively, if the floods of 1950, 
1952, and 1955-56 were repeated. Of these amounts, the proposed levee and 
channel improvement project would prevent about $5,600,000, $1,000,000 and 
$1,040,000, respectively, during hypothetical recurrence of these floods. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate levee construction and bank protection, San Joaquin River, 
Sennen = TEEN, C00) MONIC RIO i cil a aes al wiieth Es om cpanel aiaatvoe $290, 000 
Initiate and complete levee construction and bank protection, San 
Joaquin River right bank, Walthall Slough to Old River, at 


I IN seasnsnsniclp Rinse sogeeremsamcncciins eet ball eden Sol an teal 224, 000 

Complete levee construction and bank proetection—San Joaquin River, 
left bank Banta-Carbona intake to Old River, at priority sites______ 166. 000 
Se nTTNI CUI © I a epee phentes tonsa aieksinveiasn 50, 000 
ee vaeeom See BOI ran. ok ke eh en te 70, 000 
a ia ab) E ace net hee ual lnesiogasu erphigsilaid nenincnlicas ine gigas 800, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1959 will be applied to the most critical 
locations where levees protecting agricultural and suburban areas are en- 
dangered. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initia] investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $3,200,000 broken down as 
follows : 


I Ey UIT enn eee nie cieem ee a Ee passibaee $1, 800, 000 
Roads and utility relocations and bridge alterations (2) -..._______ 1, 400, 000 
OC aia sas alicia es <apsierhcestieniin Silane signee nil teds dpa aiabiieiecia acdbibeibig 3, 200, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $168,000. 

In addition, local interests will provide levee and channel improvement works 
to the area adjacent to the river above the mouth of the Merced River. The cost 
of this work is estimated at about $7 million. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation from the State 
of California were accepted January 6, 1956. All rights-of-way required for 
bank protection work underway have been furnished by the State reclamation 
board, and that board has indicated that it will furnish rights-of-way as required 
in fiscal years 1958 and 1959 for initiation of additional items of bank protec- 
tion annd levee construction. 

To date the State has expended about $225,000 on detailed plans and specifica- 
tions and $325,000 on aequisition of rights-of-way required for the non-Federal 
portion of the project above the mouth of the Merced River. The State has allo- 
eated $2,300,000 for initiation of construction in fiscal year 1958, estimates an 
expenditure of $2,300,000 in fiscal year 1959, and $2,400,000 in fiscal year 1960 
for completion of its work. 
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Comparison of Federal cost estimate-——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$11,900.000 is an increase of $500,000 over the latest estimate ($11,400,000) 
submitted to Congress. An increase of $417,000 results primarily from price 
level rise on uncommitted work. A reanalysis of requirements for engineering 
and design and supervision and administration increased the estimate by $83,000 
which includes the required contribution to the retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balanee to 








Feature |Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year eal year | complete 
| estimate 1957 1958 1959 | after fiscal 
| year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) .. 32570) | (6) 
a ee c — neces me ema — _ 
Channels _______- ated, ick taaclacedhta tele Bae WE bcos ant eee suc es j $266, 000 
Levees _..... ged cointie arr oa 9,841,000 | $739,300 | $632,800 $806, 300 7, 662, 600 
Engineering and design___..__.___..__-__- 888, 000 477, 200 88, 000 60, 000 262, 800 
Supervision and administration ____________| 905, 000 | 92, 500 48, 000 75, 000 689, 500 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 
only) bs : hasees 
Undistributed costs 


941,300 | 8, 880, 900 


| 11, 900, 000 1, 309, 000 | 768, 800 
eT : None 


} 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
i 
| 
| 
| 


Total project cost (Federal funds | | 
QU secctec | 11,900,000 | 1,309, 000 768,800 | 941,300] 8, 880, 900 
Pending adjustments So oe ee None |. : Sc cccetaih aoe bobn 


Total cost (Federal funds only) 11, 900,000 | 1,309, 000 768, 800 941,300 | 8, 880,900 
Undelivered orders ‘ 4 11, 400 29, 000 | 96,700 | —137, 100 


Total obligations ; ; : | 1,320, 400 








oe |—_—________|__- 
797,800 | 1,038,000 | 8,743,800 


METHOD OF FINANCING | | 





Federal funds: 


Appropriations. _..- | 1,646,200} 860,000 |__.._._. 

Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956__| |} —150, 000 | i 

Unobligated carryover prior year-_.___|. I. kak 175, 800 238, 000 
Total funds available for obligation __| | --ee} 1,085,800 


Appropriations required : OE 800, 000 8, 743, 800 


Mr. Cannon. Completion of this project has been set back from 
June 1961, until December 1964, and the cost is up another $500,000. 
What damage occurred in this area during the recent floods? 

General Cassipy. The estimate was increased $461,000 by price 
levels. We have by favorable bids reduced the cost of some items. 

Supervision and administration and engineering and design were 
increased, for a net increase of $500,000. Past experience has indi- 
cated that programing this work at $314 million a year is unrealistic. 
We have only been getting about $1 million a year. 

Mr. Cannon. How did you make an error in that computation ? 

General Casstpy. In programing work of this type we must judge 
about what the Congress will give us each year, and our sights in 
this particular case were too high. 

Mr. Cannon. The Congress is an uncertain factor ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, we are going on the recommendation of 
the Bureau of the Budget, and that must be an even more uncertain 
factor. 

General Casstwpy. That is correct. There are a series of factors 
from my level to the level at which we get the money, at which I get 
it, and I have to program based on what my experience indicates is 
likely to come to me. In this case we were shooting too high. 


25230-—58—pt. 2 68 
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Mr. Cannon. $238,000 of this year’s appropriation was carried for- 
ward into 1959 in the budget here. Has this plan been revised under 
the budget submitted ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. In what amount ? 

ee Cassipy. I will have $105,000 unexpended and $5,000 un- 
obligated. 
r. Cannon. What is the basis for your budget amendment of an 
additional $200,000? 

General Casstpy. We changed the planning on this particular 
project so that we would do more work on the left bank of the San 
Joaquin from Banta-Carbona Intake to Old River and reduce the 
work on other sections of the river, so our 1959 requirement cost is 
up to $1 million. 

Mr. Cannon. The committee will resume at 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning, gentlemen. 


Tuourspay, Aprit 24, 1958. 
MIDDLE CREEK, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. Resuming our inquiry on Central Valley, we take up 
Middle Creek, Calif., for which $600,000 is requested, and we will in- 
clude pages 29a to 34, inclusive, for the record. 

(The pages follow :) 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


MIDDLE CREEK, CALIF. 


(Continuing) 
see neslihan acini derdianh oui ies nipememinakon $600, 000 
on ed seabed poe eerens pe dadaeedagasenpaeaarinanpittaneatcnniantiin 600, 000 
SRM REET EES LES EATEN ie Pe ee 0 





The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

Initiate raising of existing levees below Scott Creek and con- 
struction of new levees near mouth of Scott Creek..........- $450, 000 $450, 000 0 
Initiate Clover Creek diversion channel............-.-.......- 91, 000 91, 000 0 
I eee oa cotadacwcsnmennatit 4, 000 4, 000 0 
Supervision and administration..................-..--.---..-- 55, 000 55, 000 0 
Rh ee et  . didenbuboréscnenvadudad 600, 000 600, 000 0 











1959 budget Revised estimate 


ee ee eh ibeaapihndnneduasenssinicntin November 1959....| November 1959. 


65s Dl ade iannnseendgmesenceusien aint December 1959__..| December 1959, 
oo Le cma perbdiig dei ph Linas onnabneenn getty December 1958....| December 1958. 
eT ID ola? <. Bincidaveniesinswctsecdsctenscedenant November 1959....| November 1959. 
BND PG ih nl hl near hth bn a png ng ifn ng ds seni December 1959__ ..| December 1959. 
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Loeation.—In the vicinity of the town of Upper Lake, Calif. The project pro- 
vides for levee construction, a diversion channel, a pumping plant and channel 
improvements for flood control on Middle Creek and tributaries. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.7 to1. 


Summarized financial data 


Amount 








Other costs s 1, 
Total estimated project cost.__.....--.--.-___- scoala ee 2, 


Appropriations to June 30, 1957 
Ap jons for fiscal year 1958 
Appropriaticns to date 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_.....-..._.-.---- k | 
B to complete after fiscal year 1959. _.......__- Lébbiticiabccceeblaal 409, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 

Average height: 7 feet. 

Length: 14.0 miles, 
Bank protection: 5,000 feet. 
Pumping plant: 1, capacity : 140 cubic feet per second. 
Channel] improvement: Middle Creek : 8 miles. 
Diversion channel: 

Clover Creek to Middle Creek. 

Length: 4,000 feet. 

Bottom width, 125 feet. 

Channel capacity : 8,000 cubic feet per second. 
Diversion structure: Clover Creek weir. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Completion 
schedule 











| 
| 
Ce... antiie sé. chal cand Hh keep ctepaneieedadia cade | () | November 1959. 


II cchpiane6« dea eee nice de oacmteretnuliiend dca aaa ae on (@) December 1959. 
Pumping plant........--. ane : ~sbipewtoaiwebintedbeonsa=3e | ( 


iversion strueture . ne ose (4) 
Entire project 


December 1958. 
| November 1959. 





} Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Flood flows of Middle Creek inundate various areas along the stream. Clover 
Creek flows through the town of Upper Lake, and its flood flows cause wide- 
spread damage in that town and in adjacent areas. The two streams combine 
a short distance below the town and their combined flood flows inundate orchard 
and farmlands in the valley above Clear Lake. During the 1937 flood the area 
to be protected by the project suffered damages estimated at $254,000. Damage 
caused by the December 1955 flood within such project area, mainly to homes, 
business, agriculture, and roads was estimated at $335,000. That flood inundated 
101 homes and 34 business establishments in the town of Upper Lake to depths 
of about 4 feet and inundated 14 homes in outlying areas. The project will pro- 
vide flood protection to the town of Upper Lake (population 800) by diverting to 
Middle Creek the excess flows of Clover Creek, through a new channel to be con- 
structed between the two streams and above the town of Upper Lake. The 
project works will also provide urgently needed flood protection to about 5,000 
acres of highly developed agricultural land. All of the damage caused by the 
1937 and 1955 floods within the project area would have been prevented by 
the project. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $600,000 will be applied to: 
Initiate raising of existing levees below Scott Creek and construction of 


new levees near mouth of Scott Creek______-__-___-__-___ $450, 000 
Initiate Clover Creek diversion channel_____.-__-__-________________ 91, 000 
i oasicesne iai naenabeasaentoes 4, 000 
I RIE SIC cine ioee ses verirencnavenenesianen 55, 000 

i pa ca sania tamination mati 600, 000 


Non-Federal.cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $1,240,000 broken down as 
follows: 


NTE eee a sp dues poss alls cedpahns bv buunaaicbalaien te $510, 000 
I a NN cis pesesienlen egiites ns edicipep nse etoshenal cisely 730, 000 
Fee ee en qutmen ecliendngetoeisnab taint haain tanta toceaiiataagas 1, 240, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project works after 
—— The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at 

6,300. 

Status of local cooperation.—The State reclamation board has furnished formal 
assurances of required local cooperation, which was accepted by the district 
engineer on November 25, 1957. 

Rights-of-way required for initiation of pumping plant construction are sched- 
uled to be furnished by February 15, 1958. All remaining rights-of-way required 
for project construction are scheduled to be furnished by July 1, 1958. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,400,000 is an increase of $130,000 over the latest estimate ($1,270,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. An increase of $56,000 is due to higher price levels. Further 
design studies resulted in a net increase of $41,000 for construction features. 
The estimated cost of engineering and design and supervision and administration 
has been increased by $33,000, based on reanalysis of requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 









































Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature |Project cost; June 30, fiscal year eal year complete 
estimate 1957 | 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) Le 4. ae (5) (6) 
: ed Cinta Sonetidetl sng nneaoeegpaRea tein aiamereee tae ae mditiaids encaibigh 
i i 
I renasdccs cs aecegser—s<e=aarel SEN CON tac accnase ae psctawens $91, 000 $99, 000 
ne ee wane so Gea Cee toc-55acs i 586, 000 250, 000 
EE alii becsiheanapunn--on>--=> 0.000 |--..--------}.. $20, 000 70, 000 |... 
Diversion structures... ...................- 51,000 |.--.- lenses 51,000 
Permanent operating equipment---------- 12 000 |__ — wired Uy a A © | 12. 000 
Engineering and design __.__-..----------- 120.000 | $67, 100 48, 000 4. 000 900 
Supervision and administration_.....--.-- 101, 000 2. 400 2, 500 60, 000 36, 100 
= applied cost (Federal funds 
re ee ehcecken 1, 400, 000 69, 500 70, 500 811, 000 449, 000 
on project cost (Federal funds | 
Na iin aintadih. deisictendiomenep cord 1, 400, 000 69, 500 70, 500 811, 000 449, 000 
Pendle adi a cali tiple an selysiayarnil pint | WRUIEE Vowroeserececiencabntdiestlasesdentosed 
Total cost (Federal funds only)... --- 4, 40 400, 000 | 69, 500 70, 500 811, 000 449, 000 
Romar Od OT AAG 5 — nine scenes one pp lew eraspernes 13, 000 57, 000 —30, 000 —40, 000 
eo ET ESS ee eo ee oe 82, 500 127, 500 781, 000 409, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING - 
Federal funds: | | 
RINNE. 555i Jo oes dh gs 455 wt o- sh 5 - os oie 91, 000 ER hei > nat en eph enn doenes $= 
Unobligated carryover prior year......|....--.-.--- |------------ 8, 500 SE ncmhdin ess 
Total‘funds'available for obligation. -_|............|...-..--.--- Beep OUR Ss eicecu Neabasdecs. 
Mppreptiations sequltetes iss - 6. sense ses) -seeee- op ses) s ons g50s-55 pathy anal ones 600, 000 409, 000 
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RIGHTS-OF-WAY 


Mr. Cannon. General Cassidy, have the rights-of-way required for 
construction on this Middle Creek, Calif., project been furnished by 
local interests ? 

General Cassipy. Part of them have been furnished. The remainder 
are expected to be furnished by the end of August, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Is that for 1959? 

General Cassrpy. August of this year, yes, sir, for 1959. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. Are there any problems of local cooperation that 
might delay the project? 

Generel Cassipy. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You have general agreement ? 

General Cassmpy. We have general agreement and the people there 
have had two floods this year. The town of Upper Lake has been 
flooded twice this year, so I think we will have no more problems. 


CARRYOVER FUNDS 


Mr. Cannon. This was one of the projects that was set back 1 year. 
The budget schedules a slippage of $181,000 this year. Has there 
been any change in this carryover ¢ 

General Cassipy. Our estimated carryover at the end of this current 
fiscal year is $165,000 unexpended. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? 


SACRAMENTO RIVER FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


We will take up the Sacramento River flood-control project, Cali- 
fornia, for which $3 million is requested. ‘We will include in the 
record pages 35a to 45, inclusive. 

(The pages follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


SACRAMENTO RIVER FLoop CoNTROL PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


(Continuing) 
BDudeot “oeliitiate.. so ee Saks, aaa $2, 500, 000 
ee at Csi sich isis see tise ieregsaggatin dai ciineansintindeatibdlitaintasta 3, 000, 000 
Increase in budget estimate 500, 000 








4 
a 
4 
«t 


<= 





1076 


The increase will be applied as follows: 








Initiate levee construction and stone protection at various 
locations along the right bank of Sacramento River from 
Colusa to Knights Landing____...__- . 

Initiate levee construction along the right bank of Sacramento 
River from Sidd’s Landing to Ord Bend____.__..._.._.___.. 

Initiate and complete levee rehabilitation along the west levee 
of Yolo Bypassin the vicinity of Old Willow Slough.________. 

Initiate levee construction along the left banks of Feather and 
es Rivers between Nicolaus Bridge and Western Pacific 

Complete construction of back levee Reclamation District 
No. 108 from the Southern Pacific RR. bridge to high ground _ 

Complete levee construction and stone protection along left 
— of Sacramento River from Tisdale weir to Sutter 

RE eda ciesecdanve 

Engineering and design 

Supervision and administration_. 





1 Revised amount will complete. 


Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 


Units completed prior to June 30, 1951_-...--}-------- 








ee Ss, nk aw cbe aki -noecesbeqetee cekee 
Channels: 
Feather River and tributaries_-.-......_-. Completed... .----}| Completed. 
Sacramento River, Ord Bend to Fremont | June 1962__......_......--.-.-------.-- June 1962. 
weir, 
Sacramento River, mouth of Cache | After fiscal year 1964 (June 1965)_...-- June 1964. 
Slough to Collinsville. 
OD CS sti clic adiadiindaewel OG ee Sabicea Sewdiindscntncss Completed. 
vees: 
American iver ESE Dierks aaa tions epee Do. 
Ss wea. ctti-epr atten necaierenimcn acieonia December 1960. 
See Slough, Lindsey Slough and Wi 1 I etek eer cree sone April 1962. 
Eikhorn, Sutter, Steamboat, and Miner | November 1960_..................-.--- November 1960. 
oug 
Feather River and tributaries. -.........- CRO WN od i caricntccibesaneonune October 1961. 
cpecepiens Gieuge. <..........=~...5....-5- Competetan 2 ics sli isk k tds csces Completed. 
Sacramento River, Ord Bend to Fremont | December 1959_--.................-.-- December 1959. 
weir. 
— River, Fremont weir to | Completed.......................-..-- Completed. 
acto wi 
Sacramento River, Sacto weir to mouth | June 1960. _......-........-.--.-..-.-- June 1960. 
of Cache Slough. 
Sacramento River, mouth of Cache | November 1958...............-....---- November 1958. 
Slough to Collinsville. . 
Yolo bypass, Fremont weir to Sacto weir.| December 1958._........-......----.-- December 1958. 
Additional bank protection..._........-- After fiscal year 1964 (November 1964) ..| June 1964. 
Permanent operating equipment. _.......... I iis tii nnn wan dg ancen February 1959. 
Rae, ; project (including supplementary | After fiscal year 1964 (June 1965). .-_..- June 1964. 
work). 





Location.—On the Sacramento River and the lower reaches of its principal 
tributaries in north-central California. The project extends from Collinsville 
near the mouth of the Sacramento River upstream to Ord Bend, a distance of 
184 miles. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Acts of 1917, 1928 and 1941; Rivers and Harbors 
Act of 1937. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— None established. 
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Summarized financial data 





Amount percent of 





Estimated Federal cost 


OC COURIOS UNINUS COUR, is sis ks cade eck dd dis eines 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957__.............--..-.-.--..-.- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 
Appropriations to date_-___............-.---- 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__-. 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. 









PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees: 

Average height: 15 feet. 

Length: 980 miles, 

Weirs: 5 overflow weirs. 

Bypasses or floodways: 4 bypasses. 

Cutoffs: 2 river cutoffs. 

Channels: Channel enlargement, 15 miles along the Sacramento River. 
Pumping plants: 3 pumping plants along east levee of Sutter Bypass. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 









Completion schedule 


ee eran er Teena 
Feather River and tributaries 
Sacramento River: 





ra sees OD See Wee. June 1962, 
Mouth Cache Slough to Collinsville After fiseal year 1964. 
nin nntinnconibineigbgdenbdtacadnir ceintkataeaebst 
Levees: 
BRT TN. in se ak in decks 
Cache Creek 


June 1961. 

June 1962. 
November 1960. 
October 1961. 


Cache Slough, Lindsey Slough, and Yolo Bypass. 
Elkhorn, Sutter, Steamboat, and Miner Sloughs.. 
Feather River and tributaries 
Gar TRON bob coos. ce whack bd ewtedecee 
Sacramento River: 


ee ne Die a OU Fa cn coteaapeaineaeshekecweny December 1959. 
Fremont weir to Sacto weir_-_-__...............-..-...--.-.- 
Sacto weir to mouth of Cache Slough.._..............._.-- June 1960. 
Mouth of Cache Slough to Collinsville__...............-...- November 1958, 
Yolo Bypass: Fremont weir to Sacto weir__................_- December 1958. 
Additional bank protection .__--...........-...-.....--.-.---.- After fiseal year 1964. 
Permanent operating equipment. .................-...---.----.-.- February 1959. 
Entire project (including supplementary work)...................- After fiscal year 1964. 


1 Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


This project is a coordinated system of leveed natural waterways on the lower 
reaches of the Sacramento River and tributaries, and in conjunction with weirs, 
outfall gates, and leveed bypasses, carries the surplus floodwaters of the stream 
without the annual inundation of valley lands as in years past. Completion 
of the project is urgently needed to protect from floods abut 800,000 acres of 
fertile agricultural lands within the existing flood plain; the cities of Colusa, 
Marysville, Sacramento, North Sacramento, and numerous smaller communities ; 
2 transcontinental railways; 1 transcontinental highway; and State and county 
highways and feeder railroads. It makes possible, when protection against flood 
bazard is assured, the reclamation and development of rich land formerly in 
swamp and in uncultivable condition. Should a project design flood occur, the 
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completed project would prevent damages estimated at about $120 million. 
During the past 50 years a total of 47 damaging winter floods have occurred in 
the Sacramento River Basin. During the December 1955-January 1956 floods, 
the project prevented about $105 million in flood damage. These floods, however, 
inflicted about $1 million damages to the area along the uncompleted portions 
of the project. It is estimated that in improved land values alone, through re- 
duction in the flood hazard, the project has already provided direct benefits of 
over $70 million. Although the actual damages prevented by the completed por- 
tion of the project cannot be determined, it can be definitely stated that the total 
benefits to date are several times larger than the total expenditures incurred. 
A fair conclusion concerning the magnitude and economic soundness of the proj- 
ect can be obtained from the fact that the State of California and other local 
interests have spent to date over $85 million as their share of the project cost, 
and these same interests expect to spend an additional $22 million toward com- 
pletion of the project, and about $1 million annually in maintenance of the project 
work. 4 
Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,500,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate levee construction and stone protection at various locations 
along the right bank of Sacramento River from Colusa to Knights 


eae ae, sacssan araniadsielichanmigharanaraentinaendic dibiebatel $468, 000 
Initiate levee construction along the right bank of Sacramento River 
Scape wuveenvemr oes mamma 0p COU a i 331, 000 
Initiate and complete levee rehabilitation along the west levee of 
Yolo Bypass in the vicinity of Old Willow Slongh_______-___-______ 81, 000 
Initiate levee construction along the left banks of Feather and Bear 
Rivers between Nicolaus Bridge and Western Pacific RR__.______-_ 91, 000 
Complete construction of back levee Reclamation District No. 108 from 
the Southern Pacific RR. bridge to high ground________________-__ 497, 000 
Complete levee construction and stone protection along left bank of 
Sacramento River from Tisdale weir to Sutter Bypass__.___._______ 812, 000 
EL TT AE A aE A RE 100, 000 
a nr toon 120, 000 
Si ccd cc mm ets A i RUM UR ie la a eat 2, 500, 000 


Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment of local interests for construction, 
lands, rights-of-way, utility relocations, and cash contributions is estimated at 
$107 million by the State of California. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project works upon 
completion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $1 
million. 

Status of local cooperation.—Assurances of local cooperation from the State of 
California were accepted. The State reclamation board has furnished all 
rights-of-way required to date and has indicated that it will furnish all rights- 
of-way for the construction work programed for fiscal year 1958 and fiscal year 
1959 prior to the scheduled dates of advertising of construction contracts. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.——The current Federal cost estimate of 
$77,600,000 is an increase of $11,500,000 over the latest estimate ($66,100,000) 
submitted to Congress. An increase of $8 million is due to the inclusion of the 
estimate of cost for the modification of the project for the purpose of correcting 
inadequacies revealed by the December 1955 to January of 1956 floods. The re- 
maining increase of $3,500,000 results from final costs on completed work and 
award of new contracts involving additional stone riprapping over that originally 
planned, revision of estimates for future work based on resurveys and a reanaly- 
sis of requirements, and an increase for engineering and design and supervision 
and administration including provision for contribution to the retirement fund. 
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Summary construction program (PB-—1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 
1 enT ED 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 











Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) 4 | 6) | © 
Completed work, 1917 to June 30, 1951__-__- $45, 258, 000 [$45, 258,000 |........___- Eden nO 
Fish and wildlife facilities. ...........2...- 16, 000 MONO. osc, ot TS ht captions kecssebes 
CR iccids cht conenron ocr chaitninithtoninminnss 2, 340, 000 BET Ditninccindhine laanteowetedin $1, 390, 000 
Levees... ie 30, 834, 000 | 11, 652, 500 | $2,644, 500 | $2,898,400 | 13, 638, 600 
Permanent operating equipment -_.......- 2, 000 300 1, 000 , 7 Sara 
Engineering and design._.........-.--.-..-- 2, 150,000 | 1,344, 300 325, 000 130, 000 | 350, 700 
Supervision and administration -_......... 1, 950, 000 905, 800 225, 000 240, 000 579, 200 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contributions)_...| 82, 550,000 | 60,126,900 | 3,195,500 | 3,269,100 | 15, 958, 500 
We iereieed Woes os i he ed ak Sn. Ween teres a ee alelibs 
Total project cost (Federal funds and 
non-Federal See ig hs s64 82, 550,000 | 60,126,900 | 3,195,500 | 3,269,100 | 15,958, 500 
Pending adjustments. ---.- -- fs Sh mdiaiial None |-_--_-- aden a tee 








Total cost (Federal funds - non- 
Federal contributions) -- .--| 82, 550,000 | 60,126,900 | 3,195,500 | 3,269,100 | 15,958, 500 


T otal applied cost (Federal funds only) . - - 71, 600, 000 | 55, 176, 900 3,195,500 | 3, 269, 100 15, 958, 500 
Undistributed costs. ._.............-... Ae. fis! None 





= Project cost (Federal funds 
sabi bendbebeocudeoeg den daten i Eanes 55, 176, 900 3,195,500 | 3,269,100 15, 958, 500 





Pending ' Silasiasines dicdseans seehala ; ED Bina cen nn 
Total cost oteral A funds P+ _| 77,600,000 | 55,176,900 | 3,195,500 | 3,269,100 | 15, 958, 500 
Undelivered orders -___- ane Sea ag eee e ee 481, 800 104, 500 —826, 300 _, ~ 20,000 
Total obligations -____-. anlatertids | _...-.---.-| 55, 658,700 | 3,300,000 | 2, 942, 600 15, 698, 500 








Non-Federal contributions: 
Total applied cost (non-Federal con- | 


| 
tributions) _........... Rehageuate’ 4. 960, 000 ) <a 000 |. aoginniesle ident 
_— - | 


Undistributed costs...........-.-..:-- 

















None a ance a 
Total project cost (non-Federal con- 
tributiowi). «<6 -.. sn | 4,950,000 | 4,950,000 |-.-- SIT ae |. as 
Pending odpustipents. .........2....,.5-6--25]}.-.. None = oe Shee ey 
| den ecg Reheat anata 
Total cost (non-Federal contribu- 
tions) -. as. aS 4,950,000 | 4,950, 000 |-.-.-...-.--|----- a 
Undelivered: orders........-.-2..-..--...--}-.0s---< NE Bi ei lia > 
Total obligations. ............_- & --| 4,950,000 |......-..... 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds: 
Appropriations 7 } 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_|._ —860, 000 |.......--.--] 
Unobligated carryover prior year__....|____- A on . 

| 


Total funds available for obligation__| 





Appropriations required. 
Non-Federal contributions: 
Contributions. ‘ | 4,950, 000 ; 4 
Unobligated carryover prior year 


Total funds available for obligation 


Contributions required___-.- 





BASIS FOR COST INCREASE 


Mr. Cannon. General Cassidy, we would be glad if you would ex- 
ea the reason for the cost increase of $11,500,000 since last year. 

his is a very substantial increase. At what time did you ask for this 
additional $11,500,000 ? 

General Cassy. If you will remember, sir, last year we discussed 





2 tne os sore 
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the supplemental agreement with the local interests, which was esti- 
mated to cost an additional $8 million. The supplemental agreement 
was to take care of those deficiencies in the system which were revealed 
by the 1955-56 floods. That accounts for $8 million of the increase. 

Mr. Cannon. Was that a part of your agreement under which you 
harmonized local interests ? 

General Cassipy. To go back, sir, we have a memorandum of under- 
maneing with the local people of just what the project will consist of, 
what will be done by the United States to complete the project. 

Mr. Cannon. And what they will do in cooperation ? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. It is an agreement as to what work the 
United States will do. By law they are required to furnish lands, ease- 
ments, rights-of-way, to hold and save the United States free of dam- 
ages, and to maintain the project after completion. But this was a 
limitation on the amount of work that the Federal Government was 
going to do for them. 

The 1955-56 floods revealed that there were certain deficiencies, you 
might say, in the design of the project. The flood flows were higher 
and some drainage had to be taken care of and some seepage had to 
be taken care of. We made an agreement with the local people that 
that list of deficiencies would be taken care of by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. That totaled $8 million. 

The remainder of the increase is occasioned partly by a higher price 
level of $436,000. Then there is an estimated increase in the quantity 
of dredging below Cache Slough. At the beginning of this project 
the river below Cache Slough was opened up to get rid of the floods. 
The longer the project goes on the more dredging we will have to do 
at the end of the project to take care of that. So there is an increase 
of one-half million dollars in the dredging required. 

There is an increase in the bank protection and an increase in the 
contract estimate for levee construction which account for the re- 
mainder. 

Mr. Cannon. Of the $11,500,000, $8 million is accounted for as 

ou state, and something like $450,000 by reason of price increases. 
at leaves nearly $3 million. How do you account for that remain- 
ing $3 million ? 

General Casstpy. There is the increase in the estimated quantities 
of dredging required below Cache Slough, $543,000: an increase based 
on latest contract estimates for stone protection at Ryer Island, $300,- 
000; an increase based on the latest contract estimate for levee con- 
struction on the Sacramento River from Tisdale weir to Sutter by- 
pass, $1,200,000. 

Mr. Cannon. That is essential ? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. There is an increase in the overall 
project due to analysis of the future requirements of $750,000; there 
is an increase for engineering design and supervision and administra- 
tion of $140,000; and there is a decrease of $304,000 in a final contract 
cost for levee and channel work finished in 1957. 

Mr. Cannon. This is a very old project, it has been running for a 
long time, and in the course of time a number of problems have de- 
veloped, and among them was keeping people out of the inundated 
bottoms? Has the legislature enacted what is in effect a zoning law? Is 
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that law being enforced and have the local cooperators assured us 
that law will be enforced ? 

General Cassipy. The most recent action on that is that the Bureau 
of Reclamation, the Corps of Engineers, and the State of California, 
by agreement, posted signs in the bottoms of the American River be- 
low Folsom Dam and outside of the levees which we constructed that 


tell the people that area is going to be flooded and to keep out of it 
so far as housing is concern 


Mr. Cannon. Are those signs effective ? 

General Cassipy. Reasonably so. 

Mr. Cannon. At least if they go in there they go at their own risk 
and on notice ¢ 

General Casstpy. They know what the risk is, yes. 

Mr. Cannon. Completion of this project has been set back from 
June 1959 to June 1964 since last year. That was quite a change— 
5 years. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


FIVE YEAR COMPLETION DELAY 


Mr. Cannon. Why was this project set back 5 years? I have never 
known one to be delayed that long. 

General Cassipy. The original schedule, sir, was based on an an- 
ticipated appropriation of about $5 million every year. A more 
realistic figure is probably about $3 million every year. That figure 
is much more in accord with what the local interests can do in the way 
of land acquisition and the necessary adjustments they have to make 
in utilities, so that the present schedule is more realistic than the 
schedule we had originally. 

Mr. Cannon. What will be the added cost of this 5-year delay? 

General Cassipy. The direct added cost, I would say, would be the 
$500,000 in additional dredging required down below the mouth of 
Cache Slough, and that is an estimated quantity. Until the 5 years 
are over and we actually make a measurement in that area, we will 
not know how much we will have to dredge. 

Mr. Cannon. Certainly 5 years is quite a long period, and you must 
expect to complete this project on this revised time schedule? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. I would like to ask to what extent have the com- 
pleted project works been turned over to local interests for main- 
tenance? The Federal Government agreed to provide maintenance, 
but it seems to me that the local cooperators also agreed to take over 
some responsibilities, did they not? 

General Casstpy. As each piece of the project, in the levee or bypass 
system, is completed, it is taken over by the local people, the State 
Reclamation Board. It is maintained, and in our inspection before 
this flood season we found all are being very well maintained. 

Mr. Cannon. Under this agreement, what has been turned over in 
the last year ? 

General Cassipy. Six units of bank protection and four levee units 
were turned over to the local people in fiscal year 1957. During this 
fiscal year we turned over to local interests 1 bank protection unit and 
1 levee unit. 

Mr. Cannon. Progress is rather slow ? 
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General Cassipy. That is all we panpleted in this last fiscal year. 
We have had long floods and have done little work and probably will 
start most of our work late during the remainder of the year. The 
levee systems completed previous to this have been turned over to the 
local people. There is something like 900 miles of levee systems in 
this project. 

Mr. Cannon. The revised budget asks for another $500,000. On 
what basis do you request this additional $500,000 ? 

General Casstipy. When the Bureau of the Budget increased the 
amounts in that budget we asked for an additional $500,000 for this 
particular project. 

Mr. Cannon. Any questions? 

Mr. Ranaut. What was the size of the embankment that was pro- 
tected this year ? 

General Casstpy. I would say it runs four or five thousand feet of 
embankment. 

Mr. Rasavut. How much did you estimate it would cost? 

General Casstpy. I would like to furnish that for the record. They 
are quite expensive. 

Mr. Rapavtr. Quite expensive? 
oe Cassipy. Yes, sir; rock has to come from San Francisco 

ay. 

(The information follows :) 


During fiscal year 1957, 4 levee units, having a total cost of $645,000, and 
6 stone protection units, having a total cost of $820,000, were turned over to 
local interests. To date this fiscal year, 1 levee unit costing $371,000 and 1 
stone protection unit costing $820,000 have been turned over to local interests. 
The average length of these units is 10 miles for the levees, and 2.8 miles for 
stone protection. The levees and stone protection are in scattered locations 
within the unit lengths given above. 


SACRAMENTO RIVER AND MAJOR AND MINOR TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up the Sacramento River and major 
and minor tributaries, California, for which you are asking $1 mil- 
lion, and we will include in the record at this point pages 46a to 51, 
inclusive. 


(The pages follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD 


CONTROL) 
SACRAMENTO RIVER AND MAJOR AND MINOR TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA 
(Continuing) 
a sere ces entero canes cle PA aR eshte te end de hs ni as Sa $750, 000 
ia a aed dain ngieliininis np aingsaeplokak 1, 000, 000 
os a cciaestecometen ih ici lie seiie de eeben sigan diemehtgusenaoen 250, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 

















1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

eae sere Vee ae i ae a arte | 

Initiate construction of Chico, Mud, and Sandy Gulch Creek | 
a den ce doemiatenawnte 0 $100, 000 $100, 000 
Continuation of Little Chico-Butte Creek construction. _+___- $650, 000 1 730, 000 80, 000 
sd echo aninendusevessdneumn 50, 000 100, 000 50, 000 
Supervision and administration.--~-----2_- 2222222. 50, 000 70, 000 , 000 
Ne ae Case tine icine xacnceka mon Qo vin denen | 750, 000 1, 000, 000 250, 000 


1 Complete, 
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Revised completion schedule 








1969 budget | Revised estimate 
Deer Creek... .............- ree eR... k tniniecstinga de bieemadiap cnieta hist Completed. 
Te aa citer ns bien I cst et hei December 1958. 
Seales and Sandy Gulch | December 1960_...........-.-.-.-..--.-.- | December 1960. 
ree 

Cherokee Canal. -_...........--.--..- NN ID ani. 40) ~ Setighn tela eatonglnepas soe June 1963. 
Antelope Creek. ...-...-.....- al After fiscal year 1964 (December 1964) -__-____- December 1964. 
SI es rah ec ease oe enake GRAS. ote hee a teeth ete cab Do. 
Sacremanto River, Moulton weir to |----- WN RSs diiucbiigna tel. 5s 2 LE .| December 1966. 

Ord Bend. 
Sacramento River, Parrott Grant | After fiscal year 1964 (December 1965) .__..___- Do. 

Line to Chico Landing. 
Sutter and Tisdale bypasses. --____-- Den S008 ss cadectabi ie Sabo. soul eee June 1964. 
TNS CONOR sia idiScdotgesecual After fiscal year 1964 (June 1966)_..............| December 1967. 
Ue an bc etc eta cctes a Aaa Rte oaths etinacins ciel inkeiht te casi December 1968. 
Yolo and Sacramento bypasses. - -.- See ee ne ak a he od woke cachaonbue June 1964. 
Susie qrejeti.. shia aes After fiscal year 1964 (June 1966) _.........--.- December 1968. 


Location.—On the Sacramento River from Colusa to Chico Landing, and on 
the lower reaches of its tributaries from Rio Vista to Red Bluff, in the Sacramento 
Valley, Calif. 

Authorization.—F ood Control Acts of 1944 and 1950. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





| Accumulated 


Amount percent of 
estimated 
| Federal cost 
I I 8 oii 5 oo oon arnkencemindntnbewdcnatbeanieie sf | eee 
EE OO EIT TRE SSE EPR 5, O06 G00 1 isias.....2.-- 
ee INE, oct cscs bchemsaawcwn Laitinen a a a ee 
CURGE BONED... « ge inishevstacieneinisen os bbb ~ cnisdicha dapeslbeda es cucaahs ites lg eee eee 
CR URED DITIINCIG TRIE, odo nnn cepuliesulbioanbenpaiaenenseiesanssiilastinaenaaaahe SE lencckecten dnatenos 
pg bey A RRP Rare SF 1 a RE SUL SPREE Ucnincecneacgecte 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1958. _ _...........2.22.2 22.2 ele Teese has 
DORON IOI bined ccc mebdndetidetncbtctisiotiues ddan 2, 850, 000 | 13 
Saas requested for fiscal year 1959_................--------- 750, 000 | 16 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_.-..........-2---2--- eee 18, 400, 000 


1 The Federal commitment at this time is only for completion of the Little Chico-Butte Creek unit for 
which funds are requested. 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees: 

Average height: 12 feet. 

Length: 335 miles. 
Diversion structures: 3. 
Channels: Channel improvement, 265 miles. 
Weirs: 

Extension of Moulton weir. 

Construction of Chico. Landing weir. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 





Percent Completion schedule 





complete 

BOOT SOO inns cornet inves teu tsehhincenbsontinniioombendaptedoes 100 
ee CC IGOE CUES... nn cunishnanpanecesenepaaseunsaceunrune 59 | September 1959. 
Chico, Mud, and Sandy Gulch Creeks. ..-.........-----.-.-.-.-- () December 1960. 
Chetonde Canal. ... 0. .siccchisded tel dis- tap Bb ebeeess eo de () June 1963. 
I iintindcansindnscweneginedat ett miniicaewrntnimmaeabntton @) After fiscal year 1964. 
TENE CORES 3 on ni cnnenncedadi sce cdbesckebiickscuadseseadeeseanes @) Do. 
Sacramento River: 

I Ie 00 OU TI oss inn y sn cectctnetesesdetanedaee (2) Do. 

Parrott Grant line to Chico Landing---......-......-.--.--...- () Do. 
Sutter and Tisdale Bypasses............-....----.-----------.----- (1) June 1964. 
EE Edis nee cktcvadiinnwest sani cdoopenttaetoninaipainmecaiaienianeae aan () After fiscal year 1964. 
WE GON oki stan ge doses ts nudiibdubatgbbwiepnaeedatede (1) Do. 
VqRe- Gee GasrAAahe TY DAGG oon onc cntessesacnsesoacacceesas () June 1964. 
po AE ae et Lichiaban « Subd et eteid-ceewralalnbeees we 12 After fiscal year 1964. 

1 Not started. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


This levee and channel improvement project is an integral unit of the author- 
ized comprehensive plan for flood control and other related purposes in the Sac- 
ramento River Basin. It is a modification and extension of the Sacramento 
River flood-control project (old project) as amended by the Flood Control Act 
of August 18, 1941. It will supplement the reservoir units of the comprehensive 
plan by providing flood protection to certain unprotected or partially protected 
areas along Sacramento River and in the flood bypasses. Such areas include 
the cities of Chico and Willows, other smaller communities, and about 112,000 
acres of agricultural land important to the economy of the region. In addition, 
the project will provide partial flood protection for upper Butte Basin, an im- 
portant agricultural area of the Sacramento Valley. In conjunction with au- 
thorized reservoirs, the project will render flood protection to some areas along 
the main river; to Highway Nos. U. S. 99H and 99W; to main lines and feeder 
lines of the Southern Pacific Railroad; and to State and county highways. The 
areas to be protected are flooded, at least in part, on an average of once in 2 
years. Such flooding causes average annual damages estimated at $1,700,000. 
Rapid and extensive development and improvement within the project areas 
necessitates prompt completion of the project to prevent even greater flood dam- 
age. The completed Deer Creek and partially completed Butte Creek portions 
of the project prevented damages estimated at $300,000 during the December 
1955—January 1956 floods. An additional $1,300,000 damage experienced during 
these floods would have been prevented had the entire project been completed 
and in operation, of which $250,000 would have been attributable to the Little 
Chico-Butte Creek unit. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $750,000 will be applied to: 


Continuation of Little Chico-Butte Creek construction 


leailcsababes sian $650, 000 

Neen a ieee iaebiinils 50, 000 
I I. ete 0D ence peer wmapienenibonnnminodionnhaneninitgiseaiiinatintini 50, 000 
Sie ARIANA verch csttinsepinndnecectinernennipatwmnendininenubinitiiniiaasacienticstanenadiile dee piles 750, 000 


With the funds recommended for fiseal year 1959, construction of the Little 
Chico-Butte Creek unit would be completed prior to the 1959-60 flood season, 
providing urgently needed flood protection to the south portion of the city of 
Chico and to highly developed agricultural areas along Butte Creek. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $3,500,000 broken down as 
follows: 





ng RE EE Sa ES Sy oe aD $2, 150, 000 
Road and utility relocations and bridge modifications.__._........____ 1, 350, 000 
i i 3, 500, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $220,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The Chief of Engineers accepted assurances of 
local cooperation from the State of California on March 22, 1948. The State has 
furnished all rights-of-way required to date and has indicated that it will furnish 
all rights-of-way required for the construction work programed for fiscal years 
1958 and 1959 prior to the scheduled dates of advertising of construction con- 
tracts. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$22 million is an increase of $1,500,000 over the latest estimate ($20,500,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Price levels increased the estimate $860,000. Design changes 
on the Butte Creek item made after the December 1955 flood resulted in an in- 
crease of $529,000. In addition, minor adjustments resulted in a net increase of 
$111,000 based on reanalysis of requirements on other features. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 











Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
IIE « ncacteotbuccoscdneta beh antes ccesall, | Sn teehee elie $100, 000 5 

Levees _----. LdaGeia bhothandleunenpine 16, 244, 000 | $1, 245, 400 $472, 000 509,600 | 14,017,000 
Floodway control and diversion structures. L SED Benin danecedontitioae . 77, 000 425, 000 
Permanent operating equipment --__.._- . gg eee 1,000 24, 000 56, 000 
Engineering and design. .-......-........- 1, 255, 000 557, 100 112, 500 90, £00 494, 900 
Supervision and administration -.........- 1, 745, 000 256, 100 51, 000 63, 900 1, 374, 000 


Total applied cost (Federal funds 
only) ; 

Undistributed costs . .................--...}.- 

Total project cost (Federal funds only)- --- 

Pending adjustments... -_..................].---.-.----- None 

Total cost (Federal funds only) . 55, 

TI POTOG, QUGING. ono p cennccnccacccoccnstesebdcuhncds None 20, 000 20, 000 _ 





pg ERR A ARLE Oe 2, 058, 600 656, 500 885,000 | 18, 399, 900 
METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds: 





SOT En ta vccnecthense abthevnaldwnics<ainvea 2, 150, 100 Tek SED Pontacagcagateuasndpecun 
Unobligated carryover prior year_.....|..--.---.---}----.---.-.. 91, 500 | 135, 000 |...-.------- 
Total funds available for obligation... }_...........}...........- 700 O08 W535 ee... 
Apurouriatinin canteen cnencthistdhsonneiete thlicibbinwdeldnineestiars 750,000 | 18,399, 900 


LITTLE CHICO-BUTTE CREEK UNIT 


Mr. Cannon. Last year we were told, General Cassidy, that the 
estimate of $700,000 would complete construction of the Little Chico- 
Butte Creek unit by December 1957. Now we are in April 1958 and 
an additional $730,000 is requested to complete this unit and the date 
is set back 1 year. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. The original project document which 
led to the authorization of this project provided for protection to an 
agricultural area from a flood that eel occur about once in 50 years. 
A restudy of our hydrology, based on the 1955-56 flood. showed the 
design we had would not protect against that flood. Therefore, to 
accomplish the objectives of — it was necessary to increase 
the design and to increase the levee sizes in order to give the protection 
contemplated by Congress. 

Mr. Cannon. The city of Chico has been under urgent need for 
flood protection. Could this not have been hastened a little bit to 
provide this much needed flood protection in this area ? 

General Casstpy. Not any faster, I believe, than we have been going 
ahead in the last year, sir. In other words, we have had to make con- 
siderable design changes due to that 1955-56 flood. We had sufficient 
funds to take on one section of that program and we can initiate a 
contract this year with our remaining funds and complete it with the 
amount requested for 1959. 


CHICO, MUD, AND SANDY GULCH CREEK 


Mr. Cannon. The original 1959 estimate stated that the Federal 
commitment is only for completion of the Little Chico-Butte Creek 
unit. But you are asking here an additional $250,000. What effect 
will the budget amendment of $250,000 have on this commitment ? 
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General Cassy. We now plan to start the engineering and design 
of the next unit with $100,000 of this money. That is the Chico, Mud, 
and Sandy Gulch Creek improvement. 

Mr. Cannon. The Federal commitment at this time is only for the 
completion of the Little Chico-Butte Creek unit, but this is a much 
larger project. For instance, you have estimated a Federal cost here 
of $22 million. Just what part of the whole project is this, and what 
about the rest of the project ? 

General Casstpy. The agreement or the Federal commitment here 
was for the past year, when there was a limitation placed on us by the 
Bureau of the Budget. For 1959 we figure we could go on with the 
authorized project beyond just this one unit. 

Mr. Cannon. What will this whole proposition cost us before we 
are through with it, especially with the supplemental cost estimates 
that we can expect to get from time to time ? 

General Cassipy. The present estimated cost of the entire project is 
$22 million. 

Mr. Cannon. That is what you have in your justifications. Do you 
really think that is a realistic estimate, using your own expression ? 

General Cassipy. Let me put it this way. That is the best estimate 
we have now, but in an area that is growing as fast as that part of 
California, by the time we come to some of these projects and have to 
make the changes necessary for protection of urban rather than 
agricultural areas, the estimate may increase. 

Mr. Cannon. I am always wary of these people who do not answer 
either “Yes” or “No.” 

General Cassipy. If you will rephrase your question. 

Mr. Cannon. You evidently mean you are expecting an increase ? 

General Cassmpy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Any further questions ? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton. 

Mr. Fenton. Can you assure us that the $730,000 now requested 
will complete the Little Chico-Butte Creek unit? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir, 


AFFECT OF NO NEW START POLICY 


Mr. Fenton. And initiation of another unit is not contemplated in 
1958 or 1959? 

General Casstpy. That is correct. 

Mr. Fenton. Is this a new start? 

General Casstpy. No, sir; this is a continuation of a project already 
started. 

Mr. Fenton. What about the Chico, Mud, and Sandy Gulch Creek 
improvement ? 

General Casstipy. We will not let a contract on that, sir. We will be 
doing engineering studies. We will not initiate a contract on that 
because the problems involved.there are such that it will probably be 
18 months before we can initiate a contract. 

Mr. Fenton. In view of the policy adopted that no new starts are 
permitted in fiscal year 1959, I am wondering what the real story is 
on that? 
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General Cassipy. I have given it to you, sir. This is not a new start 
under any of the definitions, since this is a part of a propect already 
started. In other words, this is one propect that has been started and 
these are elements of that project. 

Mr. Fenton. We have other projects in the same category covering 
2 or 3 or 4 reservoirs and no new starts are permitted this fiscal year 
1959. 

Mr. Bune. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. Could not the same thing be true of anything on the 
Sacramento River or a tributary of it? 

General Cassipy. It is being done on the Sacramento, sir. Every 
time I start an item of levee construction on a different section of 
the river or its tributaries, that could be considered a new start if you 
wanted to define it that way. 

Mr. Buper. What is it under your definition ? 

' General Cassipy. Within the Sacramento River project which has 
been authorized and is under construction, we figure the project has 
already been started ; but for projects which have been authorized as a 
single unit, we cannot start those. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Rabaut. 

Mr. Rapavur. Are there any new starts in this activity of yours? 

General Casstpy. There are no new starts, sir. 

Mr. Rasavur. None. All right. 

Mr. Cannon. Doctor, were you through? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes, thank you. 


SAN LORENZO CREEK, CALIF, 


Mr. Cannon. San Lorenzo Creek, Calif., for which $1,800,000 is 
asked. We will include pages 52a to 57, inclusive, for the record. 
(The pages follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD 
CONTROL) 
San LORENZO CREEK, CALIF. 


(Continuing) 


FRI ON ces cigivtiras cic oes bem nn en sinha open ai emanate $1, 400, 000 
DECANE PANO 5 bins a tienen nin nnconiadindbiamdtenedahiniee tenia 1, 800, 000 
Encteded. in: .butiget. CSUR Rt. nccccmicnnn mene ninnntinene seam a—maite 400, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 








estimate 
Continue channel improvement.-................---.......---- $1, 300, 000 $1, 665, 000 $365, 000 
PRET URE BEE TIAGIE 4 non ocnnnquaapeemesceneanpewanans 15, 000 20, 060 5, 000 
Supervision and administration...............:...-.....-.-.-- 85, 000 115, 000 30, 000 
ON a. siccics talsiey ch <tanterentetioehstroapieitoihiem desis 1,400,000 | —_1, 800, 000 400, 000 





25230—58—pt. 2——69 


—————————— 
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Revised completion schedule 








1959 budget Revised estimate 
Relocations (Southern Pacific RR. bridge reconstruction) _ _____- September 1958._..| September 1958. 
I 5s at sna didn einen thindee sibs June 1960_......... June 1960. 
tS cna a cnet saiiccnecceaamunveatokcn dane trohTeoee MOS thad< testes Do. 





Location.—The entire project is located on San Lorenzo Creek in Alameda 
County, Calif., on the east side of San Francisco Bay and about 15 miles south- 
east of San Francisco. It will furnish flood protection for the areas adjacent 
to the lower 7.3 miles of the creek. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1. 


(ne 9 nN LE ERR TCG 


Summarized financial data 








Accumulated ; 
Amount percent of ' 
estimated ' 
Federal cost 
NN en ee ee ee oto uliawelambeerauiannenanL trp enignieich Si eee Toc sock Se 
IIE OI oe 6 sciwhitimewniocnuinnmeannediahiebiindie ia TUONO, bide ickte ccae ; 
i acetic deme i a le L SG ROE eet ' 
RS Ses on aac celn kes aacen soe Sean welemeim ene ie «4 niisaians nn SS Ce 
III SUID OGG 8. sh dren nin dane deppieiaensinaaee Ss 2 | eae ae 
ED SPENT BEE BONY «oon owen enncccaccsnenpepusessqhedperencs I Cevignmerapiaewinn 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958__._...........-.-----.-----.----.------- Geass. 54 cd. t 
Appropriations to date_-_-.___-- cdi ant io larsiiaialle bots ieenidi ates ia ha da aah ee 820, 000 19 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1959__.__._......--..-------..--_----- 1, 400, 000 50 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959___........-..---.---.-----.....-- Dh, See doth cnasbdewcee 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: Channel improvement from mouth to 7.3 miles upstream. 
Relocations: 
Southern Pacific. 
Railroad bridge reconstruction. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 
Percent Completion 
complete schedule 











Relocations (Southern Pacific RR. bridge reconstruction) -.............--.-. 0 | September 1958. 
nn, .-.4 Co oka sabsencee wubansebeessqungiosctmagubreiuans 0 | June 1960. 
I hg eietk eke oh Dtdewe ewwseurssencecescassrvenseadbounetescun 3 Do. 








JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection against flood damage along the lower 
reaches of San Lorenzo Creek, in San Lorenzo Village and Hayward, Calif. The 
creek flows through a highly developed residential area, and most of the damages 
result from the inundation of residences, with damages to buildings, house fur- 
nishings, lawns, and automobiles. Some damages occur to agricultural and 
commercial property. The project will permit the utilization of approximately 
139 additional acres of land for residential and industrial building sites. 

Damage in the San Lorenzo Creek Basin due to the flood which occurred in 
December 1955 has been estimated as $900,000. Most of this damage would have 
been prevented if the project had been completed. This flood inundated 750 
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acres in the city of Hayward and damaged 200 homes. It is estimated that under 
existing conditions of development, the 1955 flood would cause damages of 
approximately $990,000, and a flood comparable to the flood of record (1925), 
which inundated 3,200 acres, would cause damages of approximately $1,600,000. 
Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,400,000 will be applied to— 


Continue channel improvement... onesies nienirncindnsbocinose $1, 300, 000 
Nay GUID CO acess cs since snc elebenbesirswsianctanioepegeliiniidlieess 15, 000 
Servunce And ‘edininwtraQen. So anteecadoneeen 85, 000 

I 5. x winapi petp odov wh Ucn Rags taccs ae a Safad Db se ae ohedisee alae dpa 1, 400, 000 


The earliest possible completion of the San Lorenzo Creek local protection 
project is essential in order to provide the city of Hayward and San Lorenzo 
Village with protection against annual flood damage and disastrous floods of the 
magnitude of that which occurred in December 1955. The minimum of $1,400,000 
of Federal funds will be required in fiscal year 1959 for application to this work 
to permit project completion as now scheduled. 

Non-Federal cost.—The investment required of local interests in constractton 
of the authorized project is estimated at $775,000, broken down as follows: 


TD iis Si Rissa piace saad cy A i lea dale tandetiaipaa hag dateoenceatnliviacomnitggh $325, 000 
Snes GN URC Fo aren en eeaneconili geal 330, 
SRR IAAD NNEC IN NI Ss niin idinscartaien-wpiemiow sch era eg eomedpalon es otinlense aapionte cima annpmmauia’ 2, 000 
Contribution (land enhancement). ...................—.--.....-..... 118, 000 
FN ne wv spk acta ilies Svg-sCcgabailacladsis alates ecient ean ae 775, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project at an esti- 
mated annual cost of $22,000, and prevent any encroachment on the project 
channels which would interfere with their proper functioning for flood control. 
In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of $400,000 to 
provide interim flood protection in the lower reach of the project. 

Status of local cooperation.—In 1953 the Alameda County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District formally indicated its willingness and intent to 
fulfill the requirements of local cooperation, and local interests voted to bond 
themselves for $6,954,000 for improvements providing drainage and flood con- 
trol in the area. They are proceeding with the sale of bonds and with land 
acquisition and bridge and utility modifications required for the project, and 
are presently regulating the land use of the proposed right-of-way to prevent 
further encroachment thereon. The State of California has approved the project 
and, under the Water Resources Act of 1945, will reimburse local interests for 
the costs of lands, easements, rights-of-way, and bridge and sewer crossing 
replacements. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,412,000 is an increase of $156,000 over the latest estimate ($4,256,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase is due to higher price levels and reanalysis 
of requirements for engineering and design and supervision and administration. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 



































Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal vear complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Neen ee en asccwel, Ie Bint ani neve $50, 000 SIR as Soci nsice 
ETERS ai 0 ORR ER Se Sa pee CO eee 330,000 | 1,400,000 | $2,079, 000 
Engineering and design ...__.__.......-..- 197, 000 $90, 900 85, 000 16, 000 5, 100 
Supervision and administration. ---.__._._- 293, 000 6, 500 35, 000 100, 000 151, 500 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contributions)._._| 4, 530, 000 97, 400 500,000 | 1, 697, 000 2, 235, 600 
SD na Eos det Same Gnd Joan d cmerpenien- None ]........- a ar RE i 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contributions)..._| 4, 530, 000 97, 400 500, 000 1, 697, 000 2, 235, 600 
Pending adjustments______._- i tdaebalbnn Bpetbecakeneda RR eee Ee ea a 
Total cost (Federal funds and non- 
Federal contributions) ............. 4, 530, 000 97, 400 500,000 | 1, 697, 000 2, 235, 600 
Federal funds: Ee 
TT ee aeaale 4, 412, 000 97, 400 382,000 | 1, 697, 000 2, 235, 600 
I ec nS Ne ee rere 600 43, 000 —43, 600 
Total obligations...................- less 97,400} 382,600 1,740,000] 2, 192, 000 
Non-Federal contributions: phe 5 aes 
, TS Se Ro a Pe tht coe a I a 
RS no ee SR ao tke oa EOE OOO bec cni cess hits Ca 
METHOD OF FINANCING c 
Federal funds: 

TINS 2. iS rer sk Seah die eka 180, 000 I ist feos od cB dscaudees~ 
Unobligated carryover from prior year__.._|....-..---.-]..----.------ 82, 600 340, 000 |..-......... 
Total funds available for obligation- |------------]------------ 722, 600 j 
Appropriations required___..............--|.-- ee gE ee ae aL a , 000 ~~ 2, 192, 000 

Non-Federal contributions: 
Contributions required. _-_.-..-.- sievar ashes nbkckhivesweebiaessanae SRR OSO fossa ah in 


Note.—Non-Federal funds to be applied proportionately to costs of project features. 
STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Cannon. This was a new start for 1958, was it not? 
General Cassipy. A new start for 1958, yes. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the status of construction ? 

General Cassmpy. Construction has not yet been started, sir. 


REDESIGN NECESSARY 


Mr. Cannon. The justifications state the earliest possible comple- 
tion of the project is essential to prevent another flood similar to that 
of December 1955. Yet we are told that the completion has been set 
back from November 1959 to June 1960, despite the budget amend- 
ment for an additional $400,000. What is the cause of this slippage ? 

General Cassiwy. Again we have had to change the original designs 
contemplated on this project as a result of the studies of the 1955-56 
flood on that stream. So the present estimate has been increased 
slightly and I anticipate quite a bit larger increase in the estimate 
when it is finalized before we go into construction. We have had to 
place concrete on the bottom of the channel when we had contem- 
plated just sand bottom ; the existing bottom. The velocity is too great 
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and our examinations have revealed the need to place concrete on 
the bottom. 

Mr. Cannon. Hindsight is better than foresight. 

General Cassipy. Engineering is based on records and when you 
get a flood like the flood of 1955-56 and add it to your data and 
analyze it, then you come up with new engineering judgment. 

Mr. Cannon. If you could have taken it in time and put a con- 
crete floor in, we would not have the Grand Canyon, I guess. 

General Casstpy. That is correct. This goes through a city, sir. 


CARRYOVER FUNDS 


Mr. Cannon. The original budget scheduled a carryover of $340,000 
from 1958 to 1959. What carryover do you estimate under the re- 
vised budget ? 

General Casstvy. $517,000 unexpended, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. I do not quite understand that. The original budget 
scheduled a carryover of $340,000 from 1958 to 1959, I understand. 
What do you say is the estimated carryover under the revised 
budget ? 

General Casstpy. We will have $517,000 unexpended. 

Mr. Cannon. That includes the $340,000. How much of that will 
be unobligated ? 

General Casstpy. $297,000 will remain unobligated. 

Mr. Cannon. Will you need all that money ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. That was all taken into account when you asked for 
this additional $400,000, was it ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. And you feel certain you will use it all ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Any further questions? 


LANDS AND CONTRIBUTIONS 


Mr. Fenton. How many acres of land are involved ? 
General Casstpy. For the project itself, sir? 
Mr. Fenton. Yes. 
General Cassipy. I do not have that figure with me. I will have to 
supply it for the record. 
(The information follows :) 
Local interests will provide 90 acres of land for project construction. 


Mr. Fenton. Do you know what it costs per acre ? 
General Cassipy. I do not, sir, but of course the local interests pro- 
vide that land. 
(The information follows :) 
The average cost of land to be acquired by local interests is $3,600 per acre. 


Mr, Fenton. Will you explain the items on page 54, “Lands, $325,- 
000, and contribution (land enhancement), $118,000.” 

General Casstpy. The local interests, in this case, the Alameda 
County Flood Control District, will furnish the lands and their esti- 
mated cost of that land is $325,000. They will replace or reconstruct 
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all highway bridges, and their estimated cost of that is $330,000. 
They will modify the pipeline crossings, and their estimated cost for 
that is $2,000 to them. And they will make a cash contribution for in- 
creased land values because of the flood protection afforded of $118,000. 

Mr. Fenton. A land enhancement contribution of less than $850 
an acre appears quite low. The contribution of $118,000 for 139 
additional acres of land for residential and industrial purposes would 
average about $850 an acre. 

General Casstwy. This is based on additional value given to land, 
not overall value of land protected. In other words, it is an increase 
in the value of land for which they pay rather than straight value of 
land. As the land becomes more utilizable they pay for the increase. 

Mr. Fenton. Supply for the record the estimated cost per acre. 

General Casstpy. The estimated value of the land? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes, the value before and after the construction of 
the project. 


General Casstpy. This project, of course, has not yet been con- 
structed, sir. 


Mr. Fenton. You can give the present value. I asked what would 
be the value of the land after construction of this project. 


General Cassipy. Yes, sir. We will have to give an estimated figure 
on that. 


(The information follows :) 
The estimated present average value of land to be protected is $6,000 per acre. 
The estimated average value of land protected when the project is completed is 
$7,000. 


SUCCESS RESERVOIR, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up Success Reservoir, Calif., for which 
you are asking $4 million. 

We will include pages 58a to 65, inclusive, for the record. 

(The pages follow :) 


APPROPRIATION TITLE: CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS 


(FLOOD CONTROL) 
SUCCESS RESERVOIR, CALIF. 
(Continuing) 


Wee MBrINNNS. obi ob i a i ee is ied $2, 000, 000 
Revised estimate 


rs. soalin elalask Seen peed eteeensha eehiainesinaa ila liaabsice adapta stale ale 4, 000, 000 
eer nh Un UNE OS.  cseereterenibvenspepennbeeinonrseiiiiicenacoese 2, 000, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 Revised Increase 
budget estimate 
Initiate construction of outlet works--.-..........-.---------- $540, 000 $1, 040, 000 $500, 000 
Initiate construction of main dam, spillway, and administra- 
tion buildings and access roads._....._.......----..--------- 640, 000 1, 374, 000 734, 000 
Initiate and complete relocation of cemeteries --...........---- 0 4, 000 4,000 
ClGtereee Bees EEO... on on ons nn een nee 450, 000 400, 000 — 50, 000 
Complete relocation of southern California Edison and Pacific 
Telephone and Teélecraph lines........._......-.-.-.-.------ 185, 000 181, 000 —4, 000 
Complete relocation of State highway and country road___--._. 0 661, 000 661, 000 
I IE CN ak ens ict don wanpeermseenpieuta 35, 000 40, 000 5, 000 
Supervision and administration_..................-.---------- 150, 000 300, 000 150, 
Total 


pidkndaetemaniaedoneeescoeosocencoeeesoiinntnteakes 2, 000, 000 4, 000, 000 2, 000, 000 
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Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget Revised estimate 
A INIIND a3. erctiaturawnncensubiinderinienagadnissainennceniibentol June 1960___......| December 1959. 
Relocation of State Highway 127 (sign Route No. 190).._.-_____- February 1059____. Do. 
I re TONG go a ois ise Since ekiiccntcinncsciewad December 1958- _ _- Do. 
Relocation of utilities..._.........__- FREE | TR ET: February 1959____- February 1959. 
eo ee awe nleceueeeaiinae June 1961. ...-__- June 1960. 
Construction of mata COA ici os diva duel. <dcabeih as cuaeee Pibuthew in tak. June 1961. 
Construction of outlet works..._...........--.-------.-----.--_- February 1960___ _- February 1960. 
OS 68, a See nae. June 1960. ._..__-- June 1959, 
Construction of spillway. . ..___--- Sos asda eee doeemee June 1961. _ ______- June 1961, 
Construction of fish facilities. ........| November 1960..._| June 1960. 
Construction of roads, buildings, ‘grounds, ‘and utilities...._____- June 1961. __.._...}| June 1961. 
SI INN i oo oars ids thse ain waive digicliedases ac aaanene Pe skiiacwien cs Do. 
Permanent operating equipment. -_-__._.........__.._-- jai ec tbe Wiss notions Do. 
Rha ha hanes tndanmagtpacdlnttdediddineiace tua cacden aes November 1960_...| November 1960. 
Be PR oeitincieig Sit dictudesicndacndenendsucmecsotentbncuee June 1961. ..-.| June 1961. 


Location.—On Tule River, about 5 miles east of Porterville, Calif. 
Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1944. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
EE EE ts ciomsamuenhnnnnerrentngpaicalidetadcaaeemmnmined Ges COONS Lee cccccneccctan 
Sees Ue OGIO GENRE. oo. be clid db icon ce ede de des ah SU G'S i eee 
Cams atria ists si, di hd ddd ccdc nin datiidesdiabmbesseiedesdabay:) § oc PO ecdpecdanseeee 
a ond ntdthan thes nian Seine ion niedhdientaenmdetinnitoimanitie tlic Sumeieiines heidi siete tec nian 
ne on nn an eeebbiemnnne sem aammnubinns Th, SEW Bc oconscateaSoe 
Appropriations to June 30, 1067... 2.2.2.2... es ee occ el 9, CGR O00: fi. 52.2. scas 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958. _..........-.............1----.-+..--... DOE Oh aid~ <counecdond 
Soernees TO la ie alin ain eeneetccees enacted neil 5, 039, 000 34 
fa oen requested for fiscal year 1959__.............-...--.-.-.....- 2, 000, 000 47 
ance to complete after fiscal year 1959__.....................-----.-----. 7,908,080 jissc5-siseecaas 


1 Local interests are required to make reimbursement for conservation features of the project. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled earthfill. 
Height: 142 feet. 
Length: 3,490 feet. 
Spillway : 
Type: Ungated broad-crested weir. 
Crest length: 200 feet. 
o> Capacity : 126,000 cubic feet per second. 
e: 
Type: Rolled earthfill. 
Height: 42 feet. 


Length: 7,650 feet. 

Reservoir capacity : Acre-feet 
po ee a ee ee 75, 000 
I TINIE nn accnclijelcicciitin cn ddipegctenepieanntincannlpihiipesimdiaetadabimpiantae ieiitemmemaciind 5, 000 

Se er Se daa 80, 000 

Outlets : 


Flood control and irrigation: 1 12-foot diameter conduit, capacity (gross 
pool), 6,300 cubic feet per second. 

Irrigation (Pioneer Ditch): 1 42-inch pipe, capacity (minimum), 75 cubic 
feet per second. : 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 








Percent Completion 
complete schedule 
ESE ONE OL EO Ty ES eT es 57 | June 1960. 
Relocation of State Highway 127 (sign Route No. TE a Akt eed hls ctelenaing 42 | February 1959. 
I ae Vibethintiiad Siw canteens 38 | December 1958. 
Relscation of utilities.....................- SRuapteee aed Nena aleadiuals Misceetenadneaaa ee 5 | February 1959. 
LEST ESE IE iiteoiaeas ieeeiichi a ecis () June 1961. 
Construction of— 
Main dam_.___- eek sone Rib iily cin tices th nies eeonsg aha ahs ea aide are ae i () Do. 
lt, a ennnasepnninns pit inadidiiaie bleh hn 12 | February 1960. 
Frazier dike. ___._.-. niet ae atiiat, amecomgeniashaianh anal oUltiie > tothe (1) June 1960. 
hs Smnebinniin nae wke sgabdeniad () June 1961. 
I een lice (1) November 1960. 
Roads, buildings, grounds, and utilities_.._..............-..--_--.--- 6 | June 1961. 
Recreational facilities...» ; () Do. 
Permanent operating equipment - _-_- a (Q) Do. 
Na le ln En a oe SORES SSSoc chest Haves aceney eevee? NS. 
EE SOR SEIS Oe Seater nities gedaan 21 | June 1961. 
1 Not started. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is a unit of the comprehensive plan for flood control and other 
purposes for the Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin. The reservoir will provide full 
flood protection to about 60,000 acres of agricultural and suburban lands along 
the Tule River and its tributaries and to the Porterville urban areas with a pop- 
ulation of about 12,000; assessed valuation in 1956 was about $13,700,000. The 
project would provide protection to four railroad lines crossing the river—the 
main line of the Southern Pacific Railroad between San Francisco and Los 
Angeles; the main line of Atcheson, Topeka & Santa Fe Railroad between San 
Francisco and Los Angeles; secondary line of Southern Pacific Railroad, serv- 
ing eastern part of the San Joaquin Valley between Fresno and Bakersfield ; and 
secondary line of Atcheson, Topeka & Santa Fe Railroad, also serving the area 
between Fresno and Bakersfield. In conjunction with the existing Pine Flat and 
Isabella Reservoirs, and the Terminus Reservoir on Kaweah River, now under 
construction, Success Reservoir will help to provide flood protection to 260,000 
acres of highly productive agricultural land in the Tulare Lake area. It will 
also improve the irrigation water supply by providing about 6,600 acre-feet of 
new water annually through reduction of evaporation in Tulare Lake, and will 
provide a means for regulating the present irrigation supply. It is estimated 
that had the project been completed and in operation during the December 1955 
to January 1956 floods, about $1,728,000 of the damage experienced along Tule 
River would have been prevented. Average annual benefits are estimated at 
$705,000. 


Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied to— 


Initiate construction of outlet works__..-........--______-_-L $540, 000 
Initiate construction of main dam and spillway_____-_________._-___ 640, 600 
ees name. Bonmisition......_. ee i el ute 450, 000 
Complete relocation of Southern California Edison Co. and Pacific 
eee ae ener neh; ROTO 8 185, 000 
I nn ee a eee 35, 000 
Supervision and RIAA ie nani oak a ede 150, 000 ~ 
Re so ees oe ee ie eek OS re 2, 000, 000 


The Tule River flood plain area has experienced 9 major floods since 1936. The 
most recent of these was the December 1955 to January 1956 flood series, dam- 
ages from which are estimated at $1,728,000 below the Success Dam site. The 
large flood damages suffered at frequent intervals indicate the urgent need for 
the flood protection that would be afforded by the project. 

Non-Federal costs—Payment is to be made to the United States by local in- 
terests for the conservation features of the project, but no local cooperation is 
required for the construction of the reservoir project. 

Status of local cooperation.—The State of California officially adopted the 
project in 1945. The Vandalia, Porterville, and Lower Tule River Irrigation 
Districts and the Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District, which represent 
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over 90 percent of the irrigated land and water-right holders along the Tule 
River below the Success Dam site are the cooperating agencies. On July 19, 
1956, a preliminary cost allocation report was submitted by the Sacramento dis- 
trict to these districts and they adopted resolutions accepting the report and 
expressing willingness to enter into a contract with the United States for re- 
payment of the project cost allocated to irrigation. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—The current Federal cost estimate 
of $14,900,000 reflects an increase of $500,000 over the latest estimate ($14,400,- 
000) submitted to Congress. The estimate for lands and damages has been 
increased $451,000 to provide for contingent damage claims, condemnation judg- 
ments, increased land values since 1956, and increased hired labor costs re- 
sulting from condemnation proceedings. The estimate for relocations has been 
increased $550,000 principally due to further design studies and award of con- 
tract in 1957 by the State of California for the relocation of State Route 190. 
The estimates for the dam and appurtenant facilities decreased $983,000 due 
to consideration of bids received in March 1957 which were subsequently re- 
jected. As a result of further design studies, the estimates for reservoirs, fish 
facilities, recreation facilities and permanent operating equipment were in- 
creased $232,000. The estimates for engineering and design and supervision and 
administration increased $250,000 as the result of reanalysis of requirements and 
inclusion of provision for Government employees retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 


Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 




















Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
169) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages. .....................- $1, 819, 000 | $1, 021, 300 $30, 000 $450, 000 $317, 700 
Snack... wossbouk dcdcdc. cadabacad 2, 713, 000 34,600 | 1,859,000 eee 2 
IR alibi 02k cana: daadonds ons conection Rind reiin dhe who peitntil inetd nite 212, 000 
Eee a ee en oe COE ee 7, 847, 000 181, 100 36,900 | 1, 210, 600 6, 418, 400 
Fish and wildlife facilities. ................ SIT fh i aiid agliinn oussmaipdioaisaikcnnibiociineel 5, 
bhivaidiiehisi ste iradibesasenedbacouadace “MEET Bee dighsten tpeibsnkdn Rese 20, 000 20, 000 
Recreational facilities____..._............-- I Gi Oa ak 5 is win ea adhends actgadeeyo See 200. 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities__..._....- 110, 000 2, 800 73, 000 24, 200 10, 000 
Permanent operating equipment... ..__- SE Citeo tan on—eabaonesmaitnsiwbainwecidtnns 154, 000 
Engineering and design_..................- 830, 000 677, 100 55, 000 35, 000 62, 900 
Supervision and administration. _......... 970, 000 133, 200 142, 300 204, 800 489, 700 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
i i ieee a 4,900,000 | 2,050,100 | 2,196,200 | 2,764,000 7, 889, 700 
OUTEOE GIR, ons etic ckcbannctnbnttenedies POGUE, hecbbk nite Sedidacodtdcccdsdiehsceibitle 
Total project cost (Federal funds 
NT (ict, cinesittad bodied mabameltle 14, 900, 000 2, 050, 100 2, 196, 200 2, 764, 000 7, 889, 700 
Ponting ween. 33 i a aa Oy OE |------------ |------------ 
Total cost (Federal funds only) _..--- 14, 900,000 | 2,050,100 | 2,196,200 | 2,764,000 |  7,889,7 
UGE GNGNIIL. << o dconaccccecasndedcIeksesacdueud 176, 000 — 136, 000 —11, 000 — 29, 000 
Total obligations....................|._..........} 2,226,100 | 2,060,200 | 2,753,000 | 7, 860, 700 
METHOD OF FINANCING F : aE 4 7 
Federal funds: 
sn a seein enauiieee 3, 039, 300 BG GE Fi ace son cee ee bcbocnnne 
Unobligated carryover prior year_.....|.....-.-..--- |------------ | 813, 200 CO EO isan tedncs- 
Total funds available for obligation._|-.__.._- _— iii rainy 2, 813, 200 weeressee---|s---2~2----0 
Appropriations required__..........- te a aap acabi tas. coecckd 2 000, 000° "7, 860, 700 
1 } 





LACK OF MONETARY AUTHORIZATION 


Mr. Cannon. This project has been delayed pending increase of 
the monetary authorization which was carried in the omnibus flood- 
contro] bill. ‘That bill was vetoed. 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Where does that leave us? What is the current status 
of the work on the project? 
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General Cassipy. The only work going on now is a highway reloca- 
tion for which we have a contract with the State of California. That 
is the only actual construction underway at the present time. 

Mr. Cannon. You have $2,813,200 available for obligation this year. 
What is the current estimate of the unobligated amount that will be 
carried forward into 1959 from 1958? 

General Cassmwy. If the additional authorization is not forthcom- 
ing I will have a very small balance. In other words, I will just have 
to close up. If the authorization occurs this year—well, it depends on 
when that authorization occurs, sir. 

There may be some of the $2 million available to me if the project 
is authorized. If the authorization comes at the end of May, I can- 
not even advertise and award a contract by the end of the year, so I 
will have the entire amount left over. 

Mr. Cannon. I am just wondering why we should provide any more 
money for this project at this time. 

General Casstpy. The dam will take 2144 years, 3 fiscal years, to 
construct, and the amounts of money that I will request for that con- 
struction will be based on that period. I can use the money that is 
requested here plus that which has already been appropriated subject 
to authorization during the next fiscal year. 

Mr. Cannon. You have begun the dam ? 

General Cassipy. No, sir; we have not. 

Mr. Cannon. How can you begin the dam without authorization ? 

General Cassipy. We cannot, sir. This project is just standing still. 

Mr. Cannon. You have a very enlightening statement here in the 
last sentence on page 60 of your justifications. You say here: 

It is estimated that, had the project been completed and in operation during 


the December 1955-January 1956 floods, about $1,728,000 of the damage expe- 
rienced along Tule River would have been prevented. 


Then you tell us that the average annual benefits are estimated at 
$705,000. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. How do you harmonize those two statements ? 

General Cassipy. One was actual damage that occurred during the 
floods; the other is an estimated average over the life of the project. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the most recent flood in the Success Reservoir 
area and what was the damage? 

General Casstpy. The damage from the April flood in this area 
T believe was $600,000. 

Mr. Cannon. The April flood was the last flood ? 

General Cassipy. Yes. sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Was that flood as disastrous as the floods you are 


talking about in the justifications as the December 1955-January 1956 
floods? 


General Cassipy. It was not, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Do you anticipate more serious damage than this 
April flood ? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. Taking into account floods in the past 
we can have damages as high as $2,270,000 based on experienced flows 
of the past. There have been 9 major floods in that area since 1936, 
prior to the 1958 flood, and we wil have a very large flood for the 
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next 3 months as the very heavy snow pack comes out of the moun- 
tains, and this stream is uncontrolled. . 

Mr. Cannon. It is to be regretted, then, that you are not in a posi- 
tion to expedite this. 

General Casstipy. That is right, sir. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Cannon. You told us the last time you were here the benefit- 
cost ratio went up from 1.2 to1 to14tol. Now it is back to 1.2 tol. 
What has caused this reversal ? 

General Cassipy. In studying the benefits on this project—— 

Mr. Cannon. What benefits have deteriorated ? 

General Casstpy. None, sir. In studying the benefit studies on this 
project I found that secondary benefits had been included. 

Mr. Cannon. And should not have been included ? 

General Casstpy. They should not have been included and I had 
those taken out. 

Mr. Rasavut. How much of an unexpended balance do you have on 
this project ? 

General Cassipy. I will have none, sir, under the present author- 
ization, or a very small amount. 

Mr. ee And what are you going to spend it for if this project 
is stopped ¢ 

General Cassipy. I have $137,000 as of this month and I have that 
going contract with the State of California. I will have certain 
cleanup work to do. And at the end of the year I probably will put 
the remaining money against the contract with the State of Cali- 
fornia and call it quits. California is actually working on the high- 
way relocation contract. 

Mr. Raravt. It isa highway relocation contract ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. If this project was to be discontinued—we are not 
saying it will be—but under the present status of the authorization 
we do not have much right to proceed with this contract, do we? 

General Casstpy. Under the existing contract there is a clause re- 
quiring that we tell the contractor when there is no more money 
available, and he can stop, go on, or suspend as he wishes. I think 
in this particular case, since the State of California believes this 
project will someday proceed, they will probably continue. 

Mr. Raravt. At their own expense? 

General Casstpy. At their own expense. This is a cost-reimburs- 
able contract. They are doing the work at their own expense and 
we pay them as they go along. 

Mr. Cannon. Is that an economical method of procedure? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. I believe in the particular type of work 
they are doing, relocating State roads, the State has a good organiza- 
tion and it is doing a fine job. 

Mr. Cannon. Dr. Fenton. 

Mr. Fenton. On page 59 under “Reservoir capacity,” you show 
flood control and irrigation, 75,000 acre-feet. How much is for flood 
control and how much for irrigation ? 

General Casstwy. In this reservoir there is no separation. The irri- 
gation season, of course, is during the summer, and the flood season is 
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during the winter, so if we can wind up with a full reservoir at the 
end of the flood season it is all available for irrigation. 

Mr. Fenton. Then your idea is just to average it out ? 

General Cassipy. We try to end the season with a full reservoir, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Suppose you get a freak storm ? 

General Cassipy. We could be in trouble. 

Mr. Fenton. You could be in trouble? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. What are the estimated benefits for the several pur- 
poses and how were they derived ? 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


General Casstpy. Under the recent preliminary computations, the 
first cost allocated to irrigation would be about $1,296,000, 9.5 percent 
of the cost of the project. The remainder is for flood control. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the total amount of non-Federal contribution ? 

General Cassipy. $1,296,000 of the first cost plus 9.5 percent of main- 
tenance and operation and replacement during the life of the project. 

Mr. Fenton. You have predetermined that, have you? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. The local interests have agreed to con- 
tract for that. 

Mr. Fenton. That is not shown in the justifications, is it ? 

General Casstpy. This was just recently completed, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Will this project have an adverse effect on some of the 
downstream land that benefited in the past from flooding that raised 
the ground water level and increased the fertility of the land ? 

General Casstpy. No, sir, I cannot see where there was any benefit 
from the floods on this particular stream in those regions. 

Mr. Fenton. I can see where such lands could be adversely affected 
by the project. 

General Casstpy. Sir, the waters from this stream go into Tulare 
Lake. There is very little percolation underground from Tulare. 
There is a great loss of water from evaporation from Tulare Lake. 
Some of the benefits are saving water that would evaporate from 
Tulare Lake. 

Mr. Fenton. Then it does not affect those regions? 

General Casstpy. No; it adds about 6.600 acre-feet of water annually 
as savings. That is new water from savings from evaporation and 
other losses. 

Mr. Fenton. Does that affect the land above Tulare Lake? 

General Cassmpy. You means between the dam and Tulare Lake? 
There were no benefits from the floods. There were damages from 
the floods. 

Mr. Fenton. Of course they are always interested in raising the 
ground-water table. 

General Casstpy. In a long slow flood there would be some percola- 
tion, but that water runs from the delta to Tulare and we ficure there 
are 6.600 acre-feet of water saved by keeping it in the dam rather 
than letting it run down. 

Mr. Fenton. On page 63 there are two items. reservoirs and dams. 
What is the difference between a reservoir and a dam? 

General Casstpy. The dam is the actu] structure and the reservoir 
is the space behind the structure that is filled with water. 
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Mr. Fenton. I just wanted that explanation because some people 
talk about a dam when they mean the reservoir. 

General Casstpy. The dam creates the reservoir. 

Mr. Fenton. The structure is the dam ? 

General Casstpy. The physical block in the river is the dam and 
the space behind it is the reservoir. 

Mr. Fenton. Thank you. 

Mr. Cannon. Any further questions? 

Mr. Bupee. With regard to irrigation benefits from this project, if 
you furnish water for irrigation does anybody reimburse the Federal 
Government for it ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. The local interests will pay 9.6 percent 
of the capital cost and 9.6 percent of the operation, maintenance, and 
repair costs of this project during its estimated life. 

Mr. Bunce. Is that true whether you end up with irrigation water 
or not? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. With respect to the carryover balance, do you not have 
$2 million that has already been appropriated and is over the authori- 
zation ? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir, but I do not have it until there is an 
authorization. 

Mr. Bunoer. There has been $2 million appropriated for this 
project ? 

General Cassipy. Subject to authorization, sir. 

Mr. Bunce. But that is prior to the budget request in this bill ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bunce. General, I wish you would furnish for the record what 
percentage of this revised budget is to be spent within the geographical 
limits of the State of California. I figured that from the original 
budget but I have not figured it from the revised budget. 

General Cassipy. I could give you that right now, sir. 

Mr. Bunce. Based on the revised budget ? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bunce. What is the figure ? 

General Cassipy. 7.48 percent of the construction budget. 

Mr. Buper. Of the total construction budget ? 

General Cassipy. Yes. 


PORT HUENEME, CALIF. 


Mr. Bunce. General, I understand from Congressman Teague of 
California that there is an extremely serious and urgent wash erosion 
problem in the vicinity of Point Mugu in Ventura County, Calif. 
Are you familiar with that? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bunce. I further understand that several years ago a project 
was authorized to cure this situation and that plans and specifications 
have been completed, but that no money has been appropriated for 
commencement of the work. 

I am also told the the Government has spent large sums in doing 
temporary work, but that the Bureau of the Budget has to date ruled 
this to be a new start and has declined to include a recommended ap- 
propriation in the President’s budget. 
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Tam also advised that the United States engineers consider this to be 
in the top priority classification and that it is probable that the longer 
the permanent cure is postponed, the worse the damage will be and the 
more it will cost the Government. 

Will you please give the committee the benefit of your views on 
this problem? ‘You may insert a statement in the record, if you will. 

General Cassipy. Very well, sir. 

(The information requested follows :) 


Port HUENEME, CALIF. 


The site of the improvement in near Port Hueneme, Calif., about 65 miles 
northwest of Los Angeles Harbor. The project will provide a small-craft harbor 
and material for replenishment of the shoreline southerly from the Navy instal- 
lation at Port Hueneme to the Navy Missile Test Station at Point Mugu, a dis- 
tance of about 10 miles. 

The principal features of the project consist of an entrance channel 20 feet 
deep and 300 feet wide, protected by 2 parallel jetties each about 1,300 feet long; 
an entrance basin 20 feet deep, 300 to 760 feet wide and 1,750 feet long; thence a 
basin 10 feet deep, 900 to 1,400 feet wide and 2,000 feet long. The project in- 
cludes an offshore breakwater, 2,300 feet long, placed to form a sandtrap in con- 
junction with the entrance jetties. 

The material initially dredged from the basin and from repetitive dredging 
of the sand trap will be used to replenish the shoreline between the two Navy 
installations at an estimated rate of 1,600,000 cubic yards biennially. 

Erosion at the Port Hueneme Navy installation and downcoast therefrom has 
been severe. The shoreline in places has moved landward more than 70 feet since 
1957. Expedient action was taken in 1954 to retard the rate of damage, but only 
stopgap measures could be employed. The amount of $1,600,000 was spent at 
that time for a beach replenishment effort, and further assistance was given by 
the Navy to local interests in constructing a stone revetment in front of the town 
of Port Hueneme. 

The material placed on the beach in 1954 has moved downcoast to the Navy 
Missile Test Station at Point Mugu, and will have completely passed that point 
by next year. 

Local interests have furnished required assurances, and have proceeded with 
land acquisition. More than $600,000 have been expended for land for the harbor ; 
and rights-of-way for construction of the offshore breakwater and the jetties have 
been acquired. 

The Navy Department has reviewed the project and has agreed to contribute 
19 percent of the construction and maintenance costs. The full amount of the 
contribution required of the Navy Department for construction has been included 
in its budget recommendation for fiscal year 1959. The Navy is particularly 
desirous of early completion of this project because of the urgent need for shore 
protection to their missile testing installation at Point Mugu. It is especially 
anxious that funds be included in the Public Works Appropriation Act for fiscal 
year 1959 in order that work can be undertaken on this project at the earliest 
practicable date. 

The total etsimated cost is $9,450,000 of which $7,160,000 is Federal cost (Corps 
of Engineers and Navy) and $2,290,000 is local cost. The current benefit-cost 
ratio is 1.17 to 1. Preconstruction planning is virtually complete. 

Mr. Buner. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Andersen ? 

Mr. Anversen. No questions. 

Mr. Fenton. Just one more, Mr. Chairman. 

General, you said that the repayments for irrigation would be 
$1,296,000 plus 9.5 percent of operation and maintenance. How did 
you calculate that? On what basis? 


General Casstipy. Using separable costs and remaining benefits 
method which in effect considers the benefits to irrigation and the 
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benefits to flood control. It worked out that the first cost allocable to 
irrigation would be $1,296,000. 
Mr. Fenton. Thank you. 


TERMINUS RESERVOIR, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. For Terminus Reservoir in California, there is | $6 
million. Pages 66a to 74 will be inserted in the record. 
(The pages are as follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


TERMINUS RESERVOIR, CALIF. 














(Continuing) 
CO IIIa sin chine snse- wees birsncinpsibiictencticetelaaraaiicdaen eeaicitaaiihcandliaiandile $3, 100, 000 
VEO COTTE ini iccscsccnsensith arene neem actin tnnivn titi aphasia lig clea ddedes 6, 000, 000 
SS Ti: Pee, Conca cecaiseatceatebeatcomiiniarnrmcbidsntedinmeintnn 2, 900, 000 

The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

Initiate and complete relocation of Southern California Edison 
Co, transmission, distribution and telephone lines. --.._..._. $204, 000 $204, 000 0 

Initiate and complete relocation of Pacific Telephone & Tele- 
NEN ban ciinin acs Sagrywseetitwcanusmdidiniakemeadadiv 31, 000 31, 000 0 

Continue relocation of State Highway No. 10 (sign route No. 
i itisisn cthvanaseetdioncg niteneiadintuensnneitiad) ateeratins a 1, 300, 000 1, 845, 000 $545, 000 

Continue construction of main dam, outlet works, administra- 
tion buildings, and access roads..................-.......-.- 680, 000 2, 713, 000 2, 033, 000 
Continue land uisition for dam and reservoir. _...........- 635, 000 635, 000 0 
NE CE Gin. ce diccindetandacnsthadieadieenet 50, 000 132, 000 82, 000 
Supervision and UMN on sos cca cecedanticenne 200, 000 440, 000 240, 000 
Weteh accccccccccccuszes sidbintiadetetenseapaeeduns 3, 100, 000 6, 000, 000 2, 900, 000 


Revised completion schedule 


1959 budget Revised estimate 





en ene 6s ok kin ecm ees) | Jume 1963_....____- June 1961. 
I I CO iis oid ttn Stee rertndns + ahipa cared June 1960___......- June 1959. 
Relocation of State Highw ay 10 (sign Route No. 1G®) . «64000 January 1961_._-. March 1960. 
Relocation of forest service road _ -............-...-.---.----- June 1958_......--- June 1958. 
Relocation of utilities...................-.---. covdecmacawss | CMe OEE bela. June 1959. 
I I its ns cncndbinsinddktdabnc’evenuel agenda December 1961_.._| June 19€0. 
Construction of dam and spillway--..................---.---- June 1963___.__....| June 1961. 
Construction of outlet works aust ade bok ae ae 1962_._..} June 1960. 
Construction of roads and bridges____..__...................| April 1963 ....-| June 1961. 
Construction of recreation facilities... ....._.............-..- June 1963. g Do. 
Construction of buildings, grounds and utilities_.............| November 1958____| December 1958. 
Installation of RMON pS ee aie June 1963___..__._.; June 1961. 
Closure__.. cond safle Ji el November 1962_...| November 1960. 

Spreading facilities. ...............-.- pint ccdepgiaiieretaie. oipaban iaale .---| Jane 1963........- June 1961. 
Lands and damages - ; PE ATS Te REO A a ee Do. 
Extension of highway bridges-- Ce en tases len oe Ty a paeeeees Do. 
Construction of canals_.._............--- nnwenetadan pooiaita cbs BAN Onna tosis Do. 

EI DO do es, ne chines oe aeuihinamnnndnean sino os Do. 


Construction of diversion structures _-_......._......-..----- 
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Location—On Kaweah River, about 20 miles east of Visalia, Calif. 
Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1944. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 








Estimated Federal cost._..._............... ok 6$ad fateh <tunand-bebieuelss OP B00. 000 oc, ....-- 


ee nn ce nomen clpuantinncccdpaliniemese patios: Be adeeb lel 
Cash contributions_____.___-. an ere ee 
Other costs ___ Lebncesiesa es Losugndlendeatteshcdaatnes. Bet anses 

Total estimated project cost - bans sndichbiettin Paleta teabla be ee 23, 100, 000 |_._..- 


Appropriations to June 30, 1957_____-_____- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958. x. SavscecdeG ake aen tie tee 5 Ee Tiel hata 
Appropriations to date__ 0 trait amg nieetee dicemedhiew dure 2, 443, 000 11 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 7 de , 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_........__.___________L_. ae “| 17, 557, 000 





1 Local interests are eas to make reimbursement for conservation features of the project. 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Rolled earthfill. 

Height: 250 feet. 

Length : 2,375 feet, auxiliary 870 feet. 
Spillway: 

Spillway : Uncontrolled notched weir. 

Crest length : 307 feet. 

Capacity : 274,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity : 














Acre-feet 
TT SU 7, a ceerpatignn eau 142, 000 
I a Ii nee es ea cee ae neh wr ead ee nbtilaa neh abana biel 8, 000 
Ro a ae deedtshei eee eimai a pina asim tesaehesecn 150, 000 
Outlets : 
Flood control and irrigation 1—12-foot, 9-inch diameter tunnel. 
Capacity (gross pool) 8,400 cubie feet per second. 
Irrigation (Lemon Cove ditch) 1-36 inches diameter. 
Capacity (minimum) 10 cubic feet per second. 
Spreading works: 
Number: Approximately 6. 
Size, each 300 to 2,000 acres. 
Infiltration capacity, per month, 60,000 acre-feet. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 
ot ats a —_—— 3 
Percent | Completion 
complete | schedule 
Dam and reservoir sededakiorethaes B0Ss pameatinnsee sie Seca ; 4 | June 1963. 
Lands and damages- hae . 1 | June 1960. 
Relocation of State Highw ay 10 (sign Route No. 198) _- 1 | January 1961. 
Relocation of forest service road oy (1) June 1958. 
Relocation of utilities_ : d ; santa bene eicerene a) January 1961. 
Reservoir clearing - : ; : econ () December 1961. 
Construction of dam and spillway ; ; : (1) June 1963, 
Construetion of outlet works or Cranes 4 | February 1962. 
Construction of roads and bridges--.-- ence (‘) April 1963. 
Construction of recreation facilities _ - (1) June 1963. 
Construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities_ bakes aian 10 | November 1958. 
Installation of Ae ai ae Cote equipment.__-_..---- Shee (4) June 1963. 
Closure... i icin na. on ain okie cn womanly ae ...| November 1962. 
Spreading facilities __ ere PN ee ee ee () June 1963. 
Lands and damages- ts , ven oiaieien 3 (‘) Do. 
Macenon ot enway bridges............-- 5. 2 oo. cc ceed: (1) Do. 
ia oe wagedenes ont cinnmasceunatavligas od (1) Do. 
Construction of levees. --.- écadinnctak Wien une atnare oe () Do. 
Construction of diversion structures. donna omatica kip i teach els ae (‘) Do. 


nnn ne eee ayn nnn SSSR DppRDENUnereeneneeeeemeenennemmemneeeeeeeenseneeeeseee=ee=eeeeeeeee 


1 Not started. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


This project is a unit of the comprehensive plan for flood control and other 
purposes for the Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin. The reservoir will provide 
full flood protection to about 126,000 acres of agricultural and suburban lands 
along the Kaweah River and distributaries and to the city of Visalia with a popu- 
lation of about 14,000. The project would provide protection to four railroad 
lines crossing the river, the main line of the Southern Pacific Railroad between 
San Francisco and Los Angeles ; the main line of the Atcheson, Topeka & Santa Fe 
Railroad between San Francisco and Los Angeles; secondary line of Southern 
Pacific Railroad, serving eastern part of the San Joaquin Valley between Fresno 
and Bakersfield ; and secondary line of Atcheson, Topeka & Santa Fe Railroad, 
also serving the area between Fresno and Bakersfield. In conjunction with the 
existing Pine Flat and Isabella Reservoirs, and Success Reservoir on Tule River, 
now under construction, Terminus Reservoir will help to provide flood protec- 
tion to 260,000 acres of highly productive agricultural land in the Tulare Lake 
area. It will also improve the irrigation water supply by providing about 19,500 
acre-feet of new water annually through reduction of evaporation in Tulare 
Lake, and will provide a means for regulating the present irrigation supply. 
It is estimated that, had the project been completed and in operation during the 
December 1955 to January 1956 flood, about $11,845,000 of the damage expe- 
rienced would have been prevented. Average annual benefits are estimated at 

1,557,000. 
, Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $3,100,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate and complete relocation of Southern California Edison Co. 
transmission, distribution, and telephone lines___.___--___-_________ $204, 000 
Initiate and complete relocation of Pacific Telephone & Tele- 
graph limes. on. iss i een agenda 31, 000 
Continue relocation of State Highway No. 10 (Sign Route No. 198)___ 1, 300, 000 


Continue construtcion of main dam, outlet works, and access roads_...-—s- 6 80, 000 
Continue land acquisition for dam and reservoir__.__._____________ 635, 000 
Permeermie Wie Wesel. on an he pte ee ne eliotn 50, 000 
Supervision. and administration... 2.0. diswnstig cc ntinnneesasshe 200, 000 

I acess incinchc cep ewreneah coeenentinomshmeesee aap ts jen eslieiia ited Malad ek ae iat Rana 3, 100, 000 


The Kaweah River flood plain has experienced 9 major floods since 1937. 
The most recent of these was the December 1955 to January 1956 flood which 
was the largest flood of record. Damage caused by this flood was surveyed and 
found to be $11,845,000 below the terminus dam site. Of this amount $3.244,000 
damage was in the city of Visalia. The large flood damages suffered at frequent 
intervals indicates the urgent need for flood protection to the city of Visalia and 
to the agricultural area that would be protected by the project. 

Non-Federal cost.—Local interests are required to make payment to the 
United States for the conservation features of the project and to operate and 
maintain the spreading works after completion. The annual cost of main- 
tenance and operation of the spreading works is estimated at $23,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The State of California officially adopted the 
project in 1945. At a meeting held in July 1956 of water users along the Kaweah 
River below the Terminus Dam site a committee was formed to assist in the 
assembly of cost allocation data. It is expected that the Kaweah Delta Water 
Conservation District will be the responsible local interest to enter into a con- 
tract with the United States for repayment of the project cost allocated to 
irrigation and to fulfill the requirements of maintenance and operation of the 
spreading works. The preliminary cost allocation was transmitted to local in- 
terests for approval in September 1957. Written assurances that requirements 
of local cooperation will be met, will be requested upon acceptance of the pre- 
liminary cost allocation by local interests. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$23,100.000 is an increase of $2,100,000 over the latest estimate ($21,000,000) 
submitted to Congress : $888,000 of the total increase is due to higher price levels 
on construction features of the project. The estimate for lands and damages 
has been increased $448,000 due to recent reappraisal of land requirements. As 
a result of further detailed design studies, the estimated costs for road reloca- 
tions, permanent buildings and operating equipment, and recreational facilities 
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increased $2,084,000. These increases were partially offset by a reduction of 
$1,303,000 in estimated cost of the dam resulting from advancement in design 
of the dam embankment, spillway and outlet works. The estimate for engineer- 
ing and design and supervision and administration decreased $17,000 as the re- 
sult of reanalysis of requirements. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 


Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 








DAM AND RESERVOIR 


Lands and ae hWbtcaktoe<svestickjooe 1, 494, 000 13, 400 445, 500 635, 000 400, 100 
Os ise n Lc k Gola. 00. sie 5, 255, 000 j...1........ 130,000 | 1,502,000 3, 623, 000 
Reservoirs. ih neat atibelebpimntve pine dyed thaae Ee aoe Roe ees eee ae 192, 000 

Cee enn eas 12,025,000 |.......-..._| 324,500 | 1,015,500 | 10, 685, 000 
Roods Phono ook oon sadenesnean SOG Oe -fetcnsc coanch 20, 000 115, 000 130, 000 
Recreation facilities...............-.-..-.-- 240, 000 , 000 


Buildings, grounds and utilities.___.......-. 
Permanent operating equipment 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


Total cost (dam and reservoir) ......- 
SPREADING FACILITIES 


aE 
BI iii iis whlette cenit enilinnsidiinawes 
Canals 


Floodway control and diversion structures. 
Engineering and design.-..-........--..... 
Supervision and administration... ..---.-.- 


Total cost (spreading facilities) ___-_- 


ly) 
Undistributed costs. _ 
~~ project cost. (Federal funds 


ell ae hed , 100, 000 679,400 | 1,110,000 | 3,621,100 | 17,689,500 

Pending adjustments ceiiliceaing e-ciithiddiesosn amen Inn cngpieniailee SI or dinisaaih snails Reaitnitiss kites taht Ieithel stupa eke 
Total cost (Federal funds onta.. hocbus 23, 100, 000 679,400 | 1,110,000 | 3,621,100} 17,689,500 
Undelivered orders......---. -- Kochi 95, 900 198,500 | —161, 400 —133, 000 
ee San SB A. SS Ri et See ccs 775,300 | 1,308,500 | 3,459,700 | 17, 556, 500 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


Federal funds: 


Appropriations --.....-- ipahiie ie nereleaabbeceid OO. Se Dentin entctusl sogeetmbaie 
Unobligated carryover prior | year. San edn ck an eenae-aneaeteeeeae 168, 200 359, 700 


Total funds available for obligation_- 
Appropriations required-............}.......-.--- : 


LACK OF MONETARY AUTHORIZATION 


Mr. Cannon. This project, like those above, has been delayed pend- 
ing increase in authorization. Of course the authorization bill has 
been vetoed. 

What. is the current status of construction on this reservoir ? 

General Cassipy. The contract for the gates has been let and the 
gates will be delivered quite soon. We have a contract with the State 
of California for design and relocation of State Highway No. 10. 
That particular contract is in the design stage at present. 
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Mr. Cannon. You have $1,668,200 available for obligation this 
year. How about your unobligated balance carried forward in 1959? 

General Cassipy. Again that will depend entirely on the authoriza- 
tion, sir. If the project is not authorized, I will only have a very 
small unexpended balgnin, If the project is authorized, the amount 
of money I can spend the remainder of this year depends upon the 
date of the authorization. 

Mr. Cannon. Of course, this is a common problem, General Cas- 
sidy. The prospects are now that even if authorized, this authoriza- 
tion will come right at the end of the fiscal year. That being true 
would it be better for us to reserve these extra amounts required here? 
They will reach you so late that you would not be in a position to 
utilize them. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir, I would let the contract this fall. We 
are capable of letting that contract within a few months of authoriza- 
tion. We can get the work started. This project is also needed for 
flood control. It will take about 214 years from start to closure of the 
dam. We can utilize the funds requested for 1959 plus such carry- 
as there will be from 1958 for the initial construction of that 

am. 

Mr. Cannon. Another inexplicable feature of many of these 
amended amounts is that they do not speed up completion. Your 
dates for completion under original estimates and your dates for com- 
pletion under the amended estimate are often identical. 

General Cassipy. In this particular project, sir, we show 

Mr. Cannon. The clerk tells me, however, this is an exception to 
the rule and that you would expect acceleration. However it is dif- 
ficult to undersatnd why you provide in many projects for substantial 


amendments to the original budget with no justification reporting 
acceleration of dates of completion. 


Mr. Buper. Would the chairman yield to me? 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Buper. General, I am quite interested in the comments by the 
chairman. If there is no acceleration, why should the additional 
amounts be included in the budget? What is the advantage for in- 
cluding the additional amounts if you do not accelerate completion ? 

General Cassipy. I believe in most of the projects which I will 
defend here, sir, there is an acceleration or we meet some demand of 
bac | gg te for the additional funds. 

r. Buper. Assuming there is no acceleration in the project, is 
there an advantage to the Government in increasing the appropriation ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir, in the particular case of Painted Rock 
the old schedule provided for a dam closure earlier than the final acqui- 
sition of lands which means that if we have a major flood we could 
subject the Government to a damage suit by flooding lands which are 
not owned by the Government. So that the additional moneys per- 
mitted us to bring the land acquisition up on schedule with dam 
closure. 

Mr. Buper. I think maybe where there is not any obvious benefit 
to the Government, no acceleration, I do not see the advantage. 

I am interested to know what the advantage is. If there is no 


acceleration, why provide extra money at this time? I think the chair- 
man asked a very excellent question. 
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Thank you. 

Mr. Cannon. I might say that no acceleration has been a frequent 
report during the course of these hearings. But on review of it here 
with the clerk of the committee just now, it appears that most of these 
instances in which appropriation of substantial sums has not resulted 
in acceleration of date of completion occurs in other basins. It 
appears that there have been more instances of immediate results in 
acceleration in General Cassidy’s district than in any other we have 
had before us. 

I would like to take advantage of this opportunity to express to 
General Cassidy our appreciation of his cooperation here, his com- 
prehensive knowledge of the entire matter on which he has made re- 
port, and his frankness and cooperation with the committee. 

General Cassiwy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


COST INCREASE 


Mr. Cannon. The cost has increased on this project by $2,100,000. 
There was a cost increase of $2,400,000 last year. In the last 2 years 
we have had $4.5 million increase in this project. Two years ago the 
relocation costs were $1,273,900. 

Now these costs of relocation are up to $5,255,000. That is a tre- 
mendous increase, General Cassidy. How do you account for it ? 

General Cassipy. In this particular case, the original estimate was 
prepared by the State of California and checked by my people. It 
was based on insufficient information. In other words, topographic 
maps, insufficient exploration of the ground. 

At the time I testified to the increase of $2 million last year, I could 
see that a further increase was coming. The present estimate is based 
on detailed mapping and detailed exploration of the land itself. We 
find that the slopes are so steep where this road has to be located that 
we cannot place fill on those slopes. We have to put this in a com- 
plete side hill cut. The terrain is so rugged that we cannot get re- 
quired highway curvature without going into very extensive cuts. 

We also find instead of talus slopes we have solid granite. Here is 
a case where we thought from surface indications we would have a 
looser material and find on further exploration we have solid rock. 
That has caused the increase in the quantities. We believe we now 
have a good estimate. It is based on the costs of similar work for 
the contract we have on Success. 

Mr. Cannon. This will cover all costs of relocation ? 

General Casstpy. This should be it. 

Mr. Cannon. We have had a revision here of the cost-benefit ratio. 
Last year we were told it was 2.2 to1. This year I note it is only 1.6 
to 1. 

What has caused this relative decline in the benefit-ratio for this 
project ? 

General Cassmpy. There has been no change in benefits. I elimi- 
nated the secondary benefits which had been included. 

Mr. Cannon. This isa similar case ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. We thank the general for increased accuracy. I will 
not say increased frankness because he has been frank at all times. 
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BEPAYMENT OF IRRIGATION COSTS 


What is the status of the contract with local interests for repay- 
ment of the project costs allocated to irrigation ? 

General Cassipy. We have assurances that they will repay from 
the local irrigation districts. We have discussed the cost allocation, 
the estimated cost allocation, with them. They have agreed to pay. 

We have not yet started to write a contract until a decision is made 
here in Washington as to just how that contract shall be written. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes, sir. In line with the former project, a similar 
question. How much storage space is for flood control and how much 
is for irrigation? I recall the answer you gave me on the last project. 
Is this a similar situation ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Why should that be different in California from any 
other place ? 

General Casstpy. Because of the seasonal rainfall, sir. We have 
all the rain in the wintertime and no rain in the summertime. So 
we are protecting against a winter flood, we are storing water in the 
wintertime and releasing it in the summertime. Our reservoir can 
be full in the summertime. 

' Mr. Buper. Do you think that is unique in California ? 

General Casstpy. Not in California, sir. In any climate which has 
a typical rainfall cycle. 

Mr. Bupor. Have you ever been in southern Idaho? 

General Casstpy. I have been there, sir. 

Mr. Buper. Thank you, Doctor, I want to pursue it later. It is not 
unique to California. 

General Cassipy. The west coast pretty much. 

Mr. Fenton. What are the estimated benefits for the several pur- 
poses? How were they derived ? 

General Casstpy. First costs allocated to irrigation are 14.1 percent 
of the cost of this project, estimated to amount to $3,160,000. e re- 
mainder of the cost is allocated to flood control. 

Mr. Fenton. 100 percent minus 14 percent is flood control? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. How did you arrive at that? 

General Casstpy. By the separable cost remaining benefit method of 
calculation, sir. 

Mr. Anpversen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

aa Fenton. Is there a history of loss of life in this area from flood 
itself ? 

General Casstpy. On this particular stream in the last flood, no, sir. 
There were 10 deaths attributable to the storms of February and April 
in California but none occurred in this particular stream. 

Mr. Fenton. Did any occur in the stream we just considered previ- 
ous to this, Success ? 

General Casstpy. No, sir. There were no major floods on either of 
these streams. 

Mr. Fenton. Estimated flood benefits in the one instance of 100 

ercent minus 914, and on this you say 100 percent minus 14 for flood 
nefits. There must have been considerable damage from flood. 
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General Cassipy. Yes, sir, I have the damage figures. 
Mr. Fenton. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Fenton. That is all, General. 


IRRIGATION REPAYMENT 


Mr. Cannon. Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Bupex. How much would a water user pay for an acre-foot of 
storage in one of these reservoirs? Do you have a quick figure on that? 

General Cassipy. The repayment that we have figured is 14.1 per- 
cent of the capital cost plus annual maintenance and will amount to 
$2.30 per acre-foot cost of water. 

Mr. Buner. How does that compare with the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion projects in the same area ? 

General Casstipy. The Bureau’s class 1 costs about $3 per acre-foot ; 
it varies slightly in price. The class 2 water costs $1.50 per acre-foot. 

Mr. Buper. You mean class 2 supplemental ? 

General Cassipy. A supply which is not dependable from year to 
year. 

Mr. Buper. Generally speaking, is it class 2 water you have in these 
reservoirs ¢ 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bunge. But you are furnishing some class 1 water ? 

General Cassipy. Weare not, sir. The Bureau of Reclamation is. 

Mr. Bunce. I wish you would put a little statement in the record 
telling the committee just how you arrive at this 14.1 percent for irri- 
gation and also how you arrive at the value of that water for irri- 
gation purposes. 

I wish you would doublecheck the comparison there between the per 
acre-foot cost in one of your reservoirs and the Bureau of Reclama- 


tion. I wish you would break that down and furnish a statement for 
the record. 


(The information follows :) 


The average cost of water conservation for the Terminus Reservoir project 
is $2.30 per acre-foot. It is considered that the water supply from this project 
would be approximately equivalent to class 2 water supply from the Central 
Valley project of the Bureau of Reclamation, for which a charge of $1.50 per 


acre-foot is made. 

General Casstpy. I might make this statement. The Bureau of 
Reclamation delivers water. 

Mr. Buper. You store it and they deliver it ? 

General Casstpy. We store it and release it downstream in accord- 
ance with the watermaster’s desires. 

Mr. Bunce. Does the Bureau reimburse you for the cost of the dam? 

General Cassipy. The Bureau does not distribute below the dams. 
The Bureau has its own dams in the areas in which they distribute 
water, they have the dam and distribution system. 

Mr. Bunce. Where do you collect the 14.1 percent ? 

General Cassipy. From the irrigation users downstream from the 
dam who will build their own works to divert the water to the land. 
We build no works below the dam. 
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Mr. Buper. I understand that but I wish you would supply for the 
record a statement of just how you arrive at this repayment of 14.1 
i 


percent and how you arrive at the per acre-foot cost of this water in 
your reservoirs. 


General Cassipy. Very well. 
(The information follows :) 


A tentative cost allocation has been made on the Terminus project on the 
basis of a multipurpose operation in the joint interest of flood control and irriga- 
tion and an estimated first cost of $22,350,000. Flood control benefits were com- 
puted as the expected reduction in flood damages over the next 50 years. Irriga- 
tion benefits were computed over the same period as the difference in net income 
expected to accrue to the irrigators for reregulating their present water supply 
and for making available a nominal amount of new water. The annual flood 
control and irrigation benefits were determined to be $1,380,000 and $147,000, 
respectively. As normally done by the various Federal agencies, the project 
cost was allocated between flood control and irrigation by the separable cost- 
remaining benefit method. 

The allocation study concluded that 85.9 percent of the project cost should be 
charged to flood control and 14.1 percent to irrigation. This is equivalent to 
the irrigation interests repaying about $3,160,000 of the first cost as well as 
annually paying some $14,800 of the operation and maintenance charges. With 
repayment over a 50-year period and a 2%-percent interest rate, the cost of the 
irrigation service would amount to $126,200 per year, or $2.30 per acre-foot for 
the 54,700 acre-feet of reregulated and new water supply. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Cannon. Operation and maintenance, $2,112,500. We will in- 
sert pages 75 to 78 for the record. 


JUSTIFICATION OF THE ESTIMATE 

1. Navigation 

(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $1,869,000 provides for 
essential maintenance work on 13 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the navigation channels and harbors of coastal harbors and water- 
ways by means of dredging, snagging, repair of navigation facilities and periodic 
inspections and surveys to determine conditions of the projects for programing 
purposes and providing navigation interests with adequate information on exist- 
ing channel conditions; all as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor 
projects. 


2. Flood-control 


(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $233,500 for the operation and main- 
tenance of 7 flood-control reservoirs and scheduling of flood-control reservoir 
operations in the basin provides the minimum amount necessary for operational 
requirements. The amount requested for recurring annual maintenance is the 
necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of project facilities; labor, sup- 
plies, materials and parts required for the day-by-day functioning of the 
projects. 

(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous items and 
inspections ).—The budget estimate of $10,000 provides for inspection during the 
budget year of completed projects within the basin and completed units of the 
Sacramento River flood control project. 


8. Multiple-purpose projects including power 
None. 
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Mr. Cannon. General Cassidy, please explain the need for increase 
of $519,000 for dredging work. 


General Cassipy. That is additional dredging required because of 


the present condition of our rivers as revealed by our most recent 
surveys. 


Mr. Cannon. Is that a one-time operation or must it be repeated 
annually or<periodically ? 

General Cassipy. It has to be repeated annually in most cases. In 
some areas we have additional periodic dredging. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there further questions ? 


CENTRAL AND SOUTH PACIFIC DRAINAGE AREA 


WITNESS 
BRIG. GEN. W. F. CASSIDY, SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Cannon. We will take up now the Central and South Pacific 
Basin. Under “General investigations” you are asking $91,000 for 6 
projects. We will include at this point pages 3 and 4 for the record. 

(The pages follow :) 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies —The amount of $11,000 is requested for completion 
of 1 report during fiscal year 1959. 








Total esti- Allocation Tentative Additional 


Study ma prior to allocation, | to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
CALIFORNIA 
Les Angeles-Long Beach breakwater -___....-.-- $25, 000 $14, 000 $11, 000 0 
Te. ot ieccticeets Basthh ices 25, 000 14, 000 11, 000 0 


(b) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $65,000 is requested for prosecution 
of 4 studies during fiscal year 1959. This amount will permit completion of 
1 report and progress on 3 others. Tentative allocations by studies follow: 


— Allocation Tentative Additional 


Study ma prior to allocation, | to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiseal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
CALIFORNIA 

OUI nnn. cnenamte-commmeamebngniornees $167. 200 $162, 200 $5, 000 0 
BET EEG <5. barwekuakteaieues entail iia ney cnecet 200, 000 123, 000 30, 000 $47, 000 
I i a Ee 175, 400 24. 000 15, 000 36, 400 
Redwood Creek, Humboldt County -.-._-...--- 48, 000 21, 600 15, 000 11, 400 
WUE ols ss dines cchecnigeedasweeemeined 490, 600 330, 800 65, 000 94, 800 


1 Cost increase anticipated. 
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(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies—The amount of $15,000 is requested 
for completion of 1 report during fiscal year 1959. 





Ser Allocation Tentative Additional 





Study ma prior to allocation to complete 
Federal cost | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
1959 1959 year 1959 
California: Southern California, appendix VII, 
I ee ik dl acniddaauepnd anime $15, 000 0 $15, 000 0 
EE Mach ndasinndintinaninndibihaine tela 15, 000 0 15, 000 0 
Grand total 530, 4,800 


aes a © TTR 530, 600 $344, 800 91, 000 $94, 800 


Mr. Cannon. We will be glad if you will explain, General Cassidy, 
the purpose of this request for $15,000 for “Southern California, 
appendix VII, phase 1.” 

General Casstpy. That is for a cooperative study with the State of 
California of the beach-erosion projects which have been constructed 
in that portion of the State. The State will put up an additional 
$15,000 and we will take beach profiles adjacent to the completed 
works to see how the structures are working; that is, to see how they 
actually function, so that we will add to our knowledge of what can 
be done with the California beaches. 


ConsTRUCTION, GENERAL 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 


Mr. Cannon. For “Advance engineering and design,” there is 
$317,000 requested for four projects. Pages 6 to 16 will be inserted 
for the record. 

(The pages are as follows:) 


Mitt CREEK LEVEES, SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN, CALIF. 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description—tThis project is located in San Bernardino County, 
Calif., on Mill Creek about 3 miles above its confluence with Santa Ana River 
and about 5 miles northeast of Redlands. The plan of improvement provides 
for levees on the left bank having a total length of approximately 2.5 miles. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.9 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


eens bes ccesgeab asennad Gcascaaniepllebiiracsinas $1, 630, 000 
rrr PUEDE NNO ooo ES on ssmmeseiinioiesebenaebiensnibansinas 50, 000 

Neen oases duleincieamali ss easdsassaniohenibtimes bieneatichuiea’ 0 

I a ee he istics fe ety esau ec eneainteenomusinaaaoes 50, 000 
a mi, UIE, QO ai a ected babe 1, 680, 000 
Preconstruction. planning estimate_._............................. 82, 000 
een III POINT BUG a ns eniemev ev enesermeniineenen 50, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959____.._....-...--...--__-.. 82, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959_-_ 0 

JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection for an overflow area of about 5,300 acres 
with a total value of about $69,400,000 and a population of about 6,600. This 
rapidly developing area subject to overflow includes parts of the city of Red- 
lands, the community of Mentone, and nearby citrus orchards. Due to the popu- 
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lation increase taking place in this area, land is being changed from agricultural 
use to suburban use thereby increasing the potential flood damages. Floods on 
Mill Creek are a serious menace to life and property due to the fact that heavy 
loads of silt, sand, and debris are carried by the stream ; also, the flow is carried 
in unstable channels across the debris cone. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $50,000, broken down as follows: 


Bande and Games ccs hls aie ced bidentate vtagigntonig $23, 000 
maeatioda of Gtiitletakd 35 nis ki seth aie eee 27, 000 
MCAT aso oe a a a a a a a ee 50, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance and 
operation will total $7,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—San Bernardino County is the legally responsible 
agency for fulfilling the requirements of local cooperation and has indicated its 
willingness to meet those requirements. It further indicated, through the Cali- 
fornia State Division of Water Resources (July 12, 1957) its desire to proceed 
with the project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$1,630,000 is an increase of $80,000 over the latest estimate ($1,550,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. This increase is due to higher price level and to provide for 
contribution to the retirement fund. 


San Jactnto River AND BavuTISTA CREEK Levers, SANTA ANA 
River Basin, CALir. 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located in Riverside County, Calif., 
near San Jacinto and Hemet. The plan of improvement provides for a levee 
approximately 4 miles long on the left bank of San Jacinto River and for 2 levees, 
1 on each bank of Bautista Creek upstream from California State Highway 74, 
having a total length of approximately 3.4 miles. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 
RCD Fe a acne rentacmtialtc arte nines sien omeccgianiocnionee $5, 470, 000 
SERINE” OUST PRI "CSO ta eee Datasets eee apap ees eaaia 172, 000 
NE CPUS I elisa we i on Sensi owen tne eipirete eine doige atin onto 0 
UE | Ci aa aeeeisa haa cae onialiian re ehiietne tne geet sia 172, 000 
Fe Ee UREE US so Sess ence tet petites osetia bee 5, 642, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate 


Secrhsnasetloadlkte onetime sinanbedpenss aichnaitcaiees 190, 000 
pre piativds We FOGG Be; Tee an a ieee 80, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1969_..........-2__--___ 110, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959___ 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection for an overflow area of about 13,500 acres 
with a total value of about $36,800,000 and a population of about 4,000. This 
rapidly developing area subject to overfiow includes the towns of Hemet, San 
Jacinto, and Valle Vista. Due to the population increase taking place in this 
area, land is being changed from agricultural use to suburban use thereby in- 
creasing the potential flood damages. Flood damages caused by the 1927 storm 
amounted to $500,000. Under present conditions of development the authorized 
construction would prevent an estimated amount of $4,900,000 in damages from 
a like storm. 

Non-Federal costs—The investment estimated at $172,000, required of local 
interests in construction of the authorized project is for lands and damages. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance 
and operation will total $23,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Riverside County is the legally responsible 
agency for fulfilling the requirements of local cooperation and has indicated 
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its willingness to meet those requirements. The county further indicated, 
through the California State Division of Water Resources (July 12, 1957), its 
desire to proceed with the project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$5,470,000 is an increase of $270,000 over the latest estimate ($5,200,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. An increase of $229,000 is due to higher price levels. The 
remaining $41,00 increase is to provide for contribution to the retirement fund. 


Santa CLARA RIveR LEVEE, CALIFORNIA 


(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located in Ventura County, Calif., 
about 50 miles northwest of Los Angeles, along the Santa Clara River. The 
plan of improvement provides for an earthfill levee along the left bank of the 
Santa Clara River. 

Authorization.—1948 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


ee eee eee ee ee Se 4, 130, 000 
are nena ICI CU eS Se 127, 000 

Se ene ee ee ee) ee 0 

a siccslec oben eee aot cn ete aa 127, 000 
oe uel dag oceepemenaigneminugnaneat 4, 257, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimate___.........-.----.- 160, 000 
rene I UL: RG: SD. ON ne ne eee menoua 100, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959_...-.--____________.____ 60, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after fiscal year 1959__-_ 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection for an overflow area of about 53,000 
acres with a total value of about $160 million and a population of about 45,000. 
This rapidly developing area subject to overflow includes the city of Oxnard, 
the Naval Construction Battalion Center at Fort Hueneme, part of the Oxnard 
Air Force Base, find a highly developed agricultural area adjacent to the 
river. In one flood alone, that of March 1938, total damages in this area were 
estimated at $409,000, of which an estimated $260,000 would have been pre- 
vented by the project. Under present conditions of development, preventable 
damages resulting from a flood of that magnitude are estimated at $1,800,000. 
The improvement is justified by the tangible benefits alone. However, the in- 
tangible benefits, incdluding the prevention of loss of life and of traffic inter- 
ruptions and prevention of delays in or interference with the activities of the 
Port Hueneme Naval Base and the Oxnard Air Force Base, are added justifica- 
tion for the improvement. 

Non-Federal cost:.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $127,000, broken down as follows: 





NN nee = 6 cikstwcncimmmuniahtasabomseioms $111, 000 
i ad 16, 000 
Teen ee ene en a a le 127, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance 
and operation will total $16,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Ventura County, the legally responsible local 
agency, passed Resolution No. 1190-2 dated October 30, 1945, expressing its will- 
ingness to furnish all local cooperation on this project. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,130,000 is an increase of $560,000 over the latest estimate ($3,570,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. An increase of $158,000 is due to higher price levels. Further 
design studies indicated the. necessity for increasing the levee length, which 
resulted in an increase of $375,000. The estimates for engineering and design 
and supervision and administration were increased $27,000 to provide for retire- 
ment fund contributions. 
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Santa Marta Vatiey Levees, CALIFORNIA 
(Continuation of planning) 


Location and description.—The project is located about 60 miles northwest of 
Santa Barbara, Calif., in the Santa Maria Valley. The plan of improvement pro- 
vides for levees along the Santa Maria River and for a levee and channel im- 
provement to divert flood flows from Bradley Canyon to the Santa Maria River. 
This project is 1 of 2 units in the overall plan for flood control and water con- 
servation in the Santa Maria Valley, the other unit being Vaquero Reservoir, a 
multiple-purpose reservoir under construction by the United States Bureau of 


Reclamation on the Cuyama River, upstream from the Santa Valley levees 
project. 


Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1 for Santa Maria Valley levees and Vaquero Reser- 
voir combined. 


Summarized financial data 


a a ee Oe $10, 800, 000 
AI Se OCs Un ee oe eee 1, 270, 000 

Cn CCC eo oe ee en oy ae canes 0 

CC ne ee 1, 270, 000 
uber Cytiemeted preyecs cbat tee a Lk 12, 070, 000 
Preconstruction planning estimates___....._..____-___--___-_-___ 240, 000 
AAU TASES TD FUUINE GI, TOI cn oo necesita tere neninicanetines 125, 000 
Planning allocation for fiscal year 1959__.______-__________________ 115, 000 
Balance to complete preconstruction planning after 1959__________ 0 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project, together with Vaquero Reservoir, will provide protection for an 
overflow area of about 32,400 acres, with a total estimated value of $77,700,000 
and a population of about 10,000. Damage would be prevented to the city of 
Santa Maria, including the main business district; to many rural residences and 
industrial properties; to about 19,000 acres of land planted to valuable truck 
and field crops; to the United States Highway No. 101 bridge; to the main-line 
railroad bridge of the Southern Pacific Co.; and to various utilities. A minor 
flood occurring in January 1952 caused damages of about $250,000 and stressed 
the extremely hazardous flood condition existing in the lower end of Santa Maria 
Valley. In July 1953 a large fire in the drainage area of the Santa Maria River, 
affecting over 70,000 acres of land, further aggravated the flood problem in this 
valley for many years to come. 

Non-Federal costs.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $1,270,000 broken down as follows: 


mame Oil CUI i) ig at eetees snes capensis eer ehecliniaeti geal ne enc $533, 000 
Relocation of highways, utilities and railroads___.___.._.___.__-_______ 737, 000 
RT ih i ccc nee haan aa ladle ina le cartes Rimes each 1, 270, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance 
and operation will total $52,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—Sections 12707 and 12708, California revised 
statutes of 1957 assigns legal responsibility for local asSurances to Santa 
Barbara County and that county expressed its willingness to furnish local co- 
operation on the project by Resolution No. 16597 dated March 25, 1957. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates——The current Federal cost estimate 
of $10,800,000 is an increase of $500,000 over the latest estimate ($10,300,000) 
submitted to Congress. The increase is due to higher price levels and to pro- 
vide for contribution to the retirement fund. 


MILL CREEK LEVEES SANTA AREA RIVER BASIN, CALIF, 


Mr. Cannon. Tell us something about the Mill Creek levees proj- 
ect which was added by the Senate last year. 

General Casstpy. This is a flood control project with a benefit-cost 
ratio of 1.9to1. It consists of 2 sections of levees along the left bank 
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of Mill Creek which will provide protection to an overflow area of 
about 5,300 acres having a population of about 6,600. The overflow 
area with an estimated value of $69 million includes parts of the cities 
of Redlands and Mentone. 
vw Cannon. What is the status of local cooperation on this proj- 
ect 
General Casstipy. San Bernardino County is the responsible agency. 
They have indicated their willingness to comply with the requirements 
of local cooperation although at this stage they have not furnished us 
with the official assurances, We are just in the planning stage. 
Mr. Cannon. You have no doubt you will be able to make satis- 
factory arrangements with them ? 
General Cassipy. Not a bit, sir. 


SAN JACINTO RIVER AND BAUTISTA CREEK LEVEES, SANTA ANA 
RIVER BASIN, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. Describe briefly, if you will, the San Jacinto River 
and Bautista Creek levees, another project added by the Senate last 

ear. 

General Cassipy. This project is located in Riverside County, Calif., 
on the San Jacinto River. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.8 to 1. It will 
protect an overflow area of about 13,500 acres having a population of 
about 4,000. The overflow area includes the small towns of Hemet, 
San Jacinto, and Valle Vista and has a total value of about $37 million. 

It isa levee project. 

Mr. Cannon. What has been the flood experience in this area ? 

General Cassipy. The flood damages caused by the 1927 storm 
amounted to $500,000. Today, it is possible to have damages of almost 
$5 million from a storm of like proportions. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the status of local cooperation ? 

General Cassipy. In this case the cooperating agency would be 
Riverside County. They have indicated that they will fulfill their 
obligations under the project although here again since we are in the 
planning stage, they have not been requested to furnish the formal 
assurances. I am certain they will, since we have done the same type 
work with them in other cases. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? 

Mr. AnversEn. I would like to ask the general to place responses in 
the record to a series of questions I have here relative first to the 
Central and South Pacific section general investigations, Mill Creek 
levee, San Jacinto levee, and Santa Maria Valley levees. 

Mr. Cannon. When the transcript reaches you, please include this 
at this point with your responses. 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

(The questions and answers follow :) 

Question. Can you give us a brief summary of the scope and status of the 
several flood-control studies listed? 

Answer. A serious flood problem exists along the lower Santa Ynez River, 
particularly in the Lompoc Valley. Investigations are being made to determine 
the amount of flood-control storage to be provided in the multiple-purpose 
reservoirs being considered by the United States Bureau of Reclamation, and 


to determine the most feasible type of supplementary levee and channel improve- 
ment. The survey is about 80 percent complete. 








wae mews & 
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The comprehensive survey on the Eel River, Calif., is to determine means for 
providing an economical feasible plan for development of flood protection, water 
supply, and power. The study is about 40 percent complete, based on the present 
estimated cost. 

A considerable flood potential exists on Pajaro River despite protection 
afforded by the existing levees. Investigations are being made to determine 
the feasibility of raising the existing levees, or of constructing multiple-purpose 
water-conservation and flood-control reservoirs. The study is about 15 percent 
complete. 

Extensive flood damage has occurred to roads in the Redwood Creek flood 
plain and to urban properties in Orick. Studies underway include investiga- 
tions as to the feasibility of levee construction and channel enlargement, and 
of a multiple-purpose reseryoir. The study is about 20 percent complete. 

Question. This is a rather expensive type construction shown for the Mill 
Creek levee, San Jacinto River and Bautista Creek levee, and Santa Clara River 
levee projects. It would appear that it is one thing to provide an earth levee 
at Federal expense for protection of agricultural lands. Here, however, you 
are providing a high-priced and specially constructed levee with a stone facing 
and quarry stone toe backfill, With the changing use of lands and the resulting 
enhancement of land values, it seems that the local interests should pay for 
the extra cost of this special type of construction ; $50,000 for Mill Creek levee, 
$172,000 for San Jacinto River and Bautista Creek levees, and $127,000 for 
Santa Clara River levees seem extremely low local contribution under the 
circumstances. Will you discuss this? 

Answer. Stone facing and quarry stone toe backfill are required on these 
levees due to the surrounding soil conditions in the area, and to the high velocities 
of flow. The project authorization requires local interests to furnish lands 
and to relocate untilities only. The cost to local interests for rights-of-way 
and utility revisions on the Santa Clara River is now estimated at $800,000. 

Question. The Santa Maria Valley levee project is somewhat similar to the 
Mill Creek, Bautista Creek, and Santa Clara River levee projects, except that 
local interests are making a greater contribution. It is noted that the Vaquero 
Reservoir, mentioned as a part of the flood-control plan, is to be constructed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation. Why is this? Is there irrigation involved? 

Answer. This project resulted from coordinated studies by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, reported in House Document No. 217, 838d Congress, Ist session, 
and the Corps of Engineers, reported in House Document No. 400, 83d Congress, 
2d session. In those reports, Vaquero Reservoir was determined to be a Bureau 
of Reclamation item as most of the benefits were for irrigation with a space 
allotment for flood control. Operation of the reservoir for flood control is to 
be in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. 
Construction was initiated by the Bureau of Reclamation in fiscal year 1956 
and is scheduled for completion in July 1959. 


CoNnsTRUCTION 


PLAYA DEL REY INLET AND BASIN, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. Under “Construction,” the first project is Playa 
Del Rey Inlet and Basin, Calif., for which $1,200,000 is requested. 
Pages 17a to 23 will be inserted for the record. 

(The pages are as follow:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 
PLtayaA Det Rey INLET AND BAsIn, CALIr. 
(Continuing) 
Dateet CAMA... .nnvictigara asi atiatnabeas eee 6S $400 000 


Revised estimate---~~~------------------------------------------- 1, 200, 000 
Beerease tn Buadeet Ceti. .eus on het tin dein ne 800, 000 


25230—58—pt. 2——71 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 





1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete jetty construction. -.----.-..-....-...-.---.-.---.-L- $287, 000 $287, 000 0 
Initiate dredging in entrance channel.....-..._--------------- 64, 000 829, 000 $765, 000 
Engineering and design. ...._...--_-- hikdpe dane wauoanp ameter 12, 500 12, 500 0 
Supervision and administration... _.............-...-....-.... 36, 500 71, 500 35, 000 
Ita e sell netncdanedlendasasn tant preps s6-gaiebwnxtmagh 400, 000 1, 200, 000 800, 000 





Revised completion schedule 











1959 budget Revised estimate 
Entire project _.._....-...-.--- bis seieiibeatied a mike ie nndepses bode dees January 1961____- June 1960. 
SSIES RRR EN Seer na eee ee aree vite. Sole cee be Selat ia Do. 
i thease Ke nliwulena einelenginetinionnderea inc aisitis ajstaibi ial December 1958... December 1958. 
a oral eecinp sc encar ; January 1961.__...| June 1960. 





Location.—On the coast of California, 30 sailing miles northwest of Los An- 
geles Harbor. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 











Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
in bank cous nesepeeduamnepeiembannienisebeedts $3,185, 000 be. cusccccccsce 
a en inept ninpansoalaasathghes SeeR Eee A TUE ae eee Ln 
I doo Ae cree US oo ok tnd socbbherinihadaiennan eh CUE, Pa cncnccmuabudinsde 
ee Ss. odd enssenbweswaupudndbsuctapsaia BG, GE ON hvccicclccscceccd 
I A id, 2 LUE oe og pn annyidcdndakbnsndasndeecscimebes eee, OOP Piece osct cee 
I ns cteiennnliphecdeckia | I Craigie ld clini 
ppppens tor Meee yorr 1008... . 2 ace ROT te ae 
I A i oe es 8 So on ras dncan Sadbewecbuws cn | 745, 000 23 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year SOD cintnsivawtelh: aatecni. Made 400, 000 36 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_-.._...........-.....-...--...--- RIED Linn ud np ctnbeni 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Entrance: 20 feet deep, 700 feet wide, 2,600 feet long. 
Inner: 15 feet deep, 1,000 feet wide, 3,960 feet long, and 10 feet deep, 1,000 
feet wide, 3,640 feet long. 
Jetties: One 2,000 feet long, one 760 feet long. 
Revetment: Main channel, approximately 6,400 linear feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 














Percent Completion 

complete schedule 
NN os cmonnnen dt dene Sar Me sa een te dadis<cadusgeneneentawenee 0 | January 1961. 
FER ene sean Poem sacle MEAMhn WS Sak dic ededsastananmicpucudnnetaes 0 | December 1958. 
NI Ai od Sei dekineboge ce ee LS btatb ate diih po obeeie am 0 | Janvary 1961. 
IE opiate nnn sqdncnnvne sss BS isin his b-iviner oloecs ail tavaa tata ele 1 Do. 








| 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The metropolitan areas of Los Angeles city and county have a population of 
over 5 million. These people are in need of a small-craft harbor with large 
capacity within reasonable motoring distances from their homes. Newport 
Bay Harbor, about 45 miles from Los Angeles city, with 4,300 small craft, is 
crowded. The one completed basin at Alamitos Bay in Long Beach and the 
Los Angeles-Long Beach commercial harbor, about 23 miles from Los Angeles, 
have small craft in every available space, and at all places there are waiting 
lists for accommodations and tentative boat sales agreements contingent on 
availability of desirable mooring slips. The United States Coast Guard needs 
protected mooring facilities in this vicinity for basing of rescue boats for 
safety of both watercraft and of aircraft from the International Airport nearby. 
The small-craft harbor at Playa del Rey will satisfy these needs by providing 
protected berthing facilities for about 7,000 small craft and facilities for park- 
ing 2,500 trailer-mounted craft, without encroaching on use of the basin as a 
harbor or refuge. Sport-fishing craft will also base at this facility. 

‘ i year 1959.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied as 
ollows : 


Compete "Jetty consteaeiiogig 28s oe as $287, 000 
Initiate dredging in entrance channel___________________________ 64, 000 
eptiobring OG0 deniiii ik Bee ce i ona ep ee ee 12. 500 
Bupervienm att administration. i eo cs cccte estates 36, 500 

eR ee eo ee a a 400, 000 


Non-Federal costs.—The authorizing legislation for this project requires that 
local interests perform work estimated to cost $21,815,000, exclusive of self- 
liquidating items. This cost to local interests includes a cash contribution of 
$3,185,000. The total cost is comprised of the following features: 


ne UD a i a nl a ee ee $7, 500, 000 
Relocations : 

actin a a al ee ee a a 32, 000 

rn ee ania ed nee 60, 000 

CHE DIOLS CIORRINGN A a So ie ci set ES 26, 000 

IE Ne i ic cere na nec eewenerimenn 66, 500 
Construction: 

Channels (dredging interior basins)-----_.-------_-_-__- 8, 738, 000 

Peer Oe” BING “SOOT RAREk. | cu. a creninenbguenn gereiienea cigstebicutetees 2, 695, 500 

SiGre: IARC aes no ee einem 4, 512, 000 

Chen teat ran so eee ik cao an pcan re an ein aa le re armen 3, 185, 000 

TT ns 5 cc sseeiees nites ens isiansestps doles oiiaig ait acanntensienennennana lillie ha 21, 815, 000 


Status of local cooperation.—By resolution adopted October 30, 1956, the Los 
Angeles County Board of Supervisors has assured the United States that the 
county of Los Angeles will fulfill all of the items of local cooperation required by 
law. To date, the county of Los Angeles has expended $517,756 and has deposited 
with the Federal Government an amount of $1,204,000 as their share of the costs 
for the jetty construction. In addition, the county has condemned all lands 
to be acquired for the project and has contracted to expend approximately 
$7,500,000 for this acquisition. This makes a total of $9,221,756 expended or con- 
tracted for expenditure to date. Los Angeles County has given assurances that 
matching funds for dredging of the entrance channel and main channel are 
available upon demand. At a general election on November 6, 1956, a proposition 
was favorably passed giving the board of supervisors the authority to issue 
revenue bonds for the construction of the project. Local interests have al- 
ready relocated the pressure sewer line crossing the project between moles 3 and 
6, relocated an interfering gas pipeline and entered into negotiations for oil-well 
relocation, reentering, and abandonment. Los Angeles County estimates that 
their total cost for the project will be $41,815,000, which includes $20 million for 
self-liquidating items. Local interests will provide, without cost to the United 
States, Coast Guard facilities including mooring accommodations for a 95-foot 
craft, space for a heliport, and office building accommodations. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$3,185,000 is an increase of $160,000 over the latest cost estimate ( $3.025,000 ) 
submitted to Congress. Overall price-level increases amounted to $134,500. Re- 
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design of jetties to increase the cross-sectional area and receipt of favorable 
bid resulted in a net decrease of $6,000. Based on cost to date and to provide 
for contribution to the employees’ retirement fund, engineering and design, and 
supervision and administration, estimates increased $31,500. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 

































































: | : Total to Current | Budget fis- | Balance to 
Feature | Project cost} June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate | 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
qQ) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
a 
ee revetment) -_-_-_- | * 4 no ; ‘i a $1, ao $2, 876, 000 
PS a db dk dha sere » 642, ’ . Cie GED 8 ocak ees ccc 
Engineering and design _..._._....---- 112, 000 $46, 71 10, 000 25, 000 30, 300 
Supervision and administration - -....---- 377, 000 1, 800 71, 500 110, 000 193, 700 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | : ‘ 
and non-Federal contributions)_...| 6, 370, 000 48,500 | 1,281,500 | 1,940, 900 3, 100, 000 
Undistributed cost... ........--------- peptnedn neces nivel Pe ee iba rd Redecere eg gilli herrea 
Total project cost (Federal funds | 
and non-Federal contributions) _-_-| 6, 376, 000 48, 500 1, 281, 500 1, 940, 000 3, 100, 000 
Detling adinstments...........--...-.}---..---.... Pe heicrntdud cabling Uetie eget <beniuie ndes 
Total cost (Federal funds and non- | 
Federal contributions)... .__.-—- -|_ 6,370, 000 | 48,500 | 1,281,500 | 1, 940, 000 3, 100, 000 
Federal funds: i ht ext ahaa : 
Total sagees a aaa ee we 48, 500 616, 500 416, 000 2, 104, 000 
Undistributed cost_........-- Oe aes dees I i sien cnnnes £S heatane sclera te 
_——— ait genisicoeniaccasegentpes| aeenmasti L ndindeicapcibasneaeien 
Total project cost_...........-..--.-- 3, 185, 000 48, 500 616, 500 | 416, 000 2, 104, 000 
Pending adjustments_-_-___-_---- mpesaceeeeesd DOU iicconassiue Silty det hedtes comaiest 
Total cost...........---- _uue--------| 3,185,000 48,500 | 616,500 | 416,000 | _—_2, 104, 000 
| } 
Undelivered orders_.......-.-...--.--.-- bs Son cewtwen None |..--- lo iactieg +64, 000 —64, 000 
Total obligations..........-.--------| 3, 185, 000 48,500 | 616,500 | 480,000 | 2, 040, 000 
Non-Federal contributions: | 
Total applied cost...........-.-.-.----| 3, 185,000 -|--..-._-.-- 665,000 | 1, 524, 000 | 996, 000 
Undistributed cost....-...------------|------------ Nome |...-.... ---|----+-------|------------ 
Total project cost.......-.-.-.-----.| 3, 185, 000 |..._-- _...| 665,000 | 1, 524, 000 996, 000 
Pen BO suBeINtS SS. - ufo cnc cen.e- None |:.--- SLE Ais hen ae anven 
Foner meester Nell ene sepia peepee 
ect tencheboscaiedad=ss.2-] Oy a OOO |~oswenencicat 665,000 | 1, 524,000 996, 000 
Undelivered orders......-.-.-..--- fica era ING Poasdiic Suku rdegedds ect ocolabeniie 
Total obligations....................| 3, 185,000 |-.-...._... 665,000 | 1, 524, 000 996, 000 
=== pcos a 
METHOD OF FINANCING 
Federal funds: 
Approprimtinns._._.....-.-.-.-.-----= += }-s+--.---526 380, 000 440,000 |...-...-.~--- pep tee geeory 
Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_.|..-...---.-.| —75,000 |..-- oo ne Stele Pei 
Unobligated carryover from prior year-|------------ ngs agg awoke 256, 500 | BG Gee fais. se 
Total funds available for obligation _|-.......-.-.}.-..-...-..-|-. 696, 500 citi ast3 PSY 
Appropriations required ----...-----  scsnigidps tla spcasdhingatiui patios 400, 000 [_ 2, 040, 000 
Non-Federal contributions: Wear 
CNG i Si ids Seni cee ehe ce gen wcinwe 380, 000 EY Deiat consinl o> owemsaess 
Unobligated carryover from prior year.|..--.------|_-----..----| 380,000 | 580, 000 996, 000 
Total funds available for obligation. _|..-..-...-.. sano 1, 204, 000 a tite teeth onies 
Contributions required - --.-.----..----|------------ a fernepe=-enpe 1, 981, 000 | on chetaca>o 





Mr. Cannon. What is the status of construction on this project? 

General Casstpy. We have jetties under construction, sir, and with 
the funds.requested will complete the jetties and initiate the dredging 
of the harbor. 

Mr. Cannon. The local contribution has increased from $18,175,000 
reported to us last year to $21,815,000 this year. What is the explana- 
tion of this increase ? 
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General Casstpy. That is based a good deal on the actual costs of the 
work they have done. The relocations of sewers, oil wells, oil pipeline, 
tidal gates, and actual beginning of acquisition of the lands which are 
required. 

a. Cannon. Is it the result of voluntary contribution on their 
part 

General Cassipy. No, sir; this is a required contribution on their 
part. This is a reevaluation of the things they actually have to do. 

Mr. Cannon. It is more realistic this year than last? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir; a more realistic estimate of what they 
have to do and are doing. 

Mr. Cannon. What is your basis for the budget amendment of an 
additional $800,000 ? 

General Cassiny. The funds originally requested, together with the 
local cash contribution, would not have let us continue dredging 
throughout the coming fiscal year. The local people cannot begin 
their portion of the dredging until we get inside those jetties and 
around the bend so that they will have water access. 

The $1,200,000 now requested, plus the remainder of their cash con- 
tribution, will enable them to start their dredging work. 

Mr. Cannon. Is the requirement for additional contribution on the 
part of the local sponsors also accompanied by requirement for addi- 
tional funds on the part of the Government ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir; to complete this harbor and get in far 
enough so they can dig their part of the harbor it was necessary for 
us to have funds sufficient to continue dredging. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the current estimate of the unobligated bal- 
ance that will be carried forward from 1958 to 1959? 

General Casstpy. None. 

Mr. Cannon. You mean you will consume the entire amount ? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir; we will consume the entire amount. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions, gentlemen ? 

Mr. AnpersEN. I would like to make a comment at this point. Here 
we have two projects, Playa Del Ray Inlet Basin and San Diego River 
and Mission Bay. As you have said, there is quite a local contribution 
to these particular projects. 

Just for the record I would like to say that this is quite different 
from what we noted back in the Vicksburg and Memphis projects and 
other similar projects where there was no local contribution at all. I 
am rather encouraged that perhaps we are going along the right route 
here in these two particular projects. It is a slight degree of encour- 
agement as far as Tou personally concerned. 


SAN DIEGO RIVER AND MISSION BAY, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. For San Diego River and Mission Bay, Calif., we have 
a — for $876,000. We will insert pages 24a to 30 for the record. 
(The pages are as follows :) 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
San Dieco Rivezk AnD Mission Bay, CALIF. 


(Continuing) 
i i a ain bit nesnhbpnihceenillnidenhaantacndaniltiebiptblaiiaatne $876, 000 
2s ad she ecnapescblapibesnnlainibastiahipitvGiecinaaisindaiteapipittaiiabes 876, 000 
eT ines aang pois scuarmneggeppmgpcnconeisuaerie dpeivamuniersias winsde 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete main channel and west anchorage dredging__._.___- $362, 000 $362, 000 0 
Initiate and complete harbor revetment____- J aa ee citi ie 416, 000 416, 000 0 
rd a nce asanduscaon 4, 500 4, 500 0 
Supervision and administration._.........................--.- 93, 500 93, 500 0 
EINE c.AeMd aS REE a aeBe crises chon iinn a dAci be aeabaneal | 876, 000 876, 000 0 


Revised completion schedule 


| 1959 budget Revised estimate 
Fn rn A cen we asneriontndmmmmmeniiiel May 1959_......-- May 1959. 
East anchorage basin-.___-. BL eid dubdeacinee sha sigh whan ecbenddipatankadite December 1957....| December 1957. 
i coal tno eeninti a ciemsen abate January 1959... .- January 1959. 
he I a A ee ee een)? May 1959.......-- May 1959. 
RE a ane eke abba tad af ...-| January 1959__...- January 1959. 


Location.—At the mouth of the San Diego River, about 6 miles northwest of 
the San Diego business district. 


Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act and 1946 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—2.85 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 








| Aeceumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
EE Shhh nds hes an cecdcasobscbbsetyeccnubésbubneckn mth 4 8 fe ee 
Beumated mon-Federal est... .................... ....... “ ’ OPA laws cwnncdaisae 
a oe ae an in Sen boncridnasaguicnguesdeqatmasiaet WP aisseoetisevere 
Other costs__._..........-- abdnkard ot bulbs 4bductigihduvaiinbimairak sail RF CURED Telitmntcctnecncae 
Total estimated cost -__............---- A ee ee SEED Lawedowscentcum 
SEES eee en nen eae 8, 124,000 |..-- 
I IE I SOU oid oon nw ser cew cn onsins deamnnnwdaneses 1, 100, 000 }.. .. 
le deen an chneceanaenegpenowresennake - 9, 224, 000 91 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959. ...........-..---.---........- 876, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959..........-..-..----.------.------- O;|. oom 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Leveed flood channel 800 feet wide, 3.3 miles long, 115,000 cubic feet per sec- 
ond capacity. 


Entrance channel 20 feet deep, 670 feet wide, and about 4,150 feet long. 
Main channel 20 feet deep, irregular shape, about 1,000 feet wide and 3,700 
feet long. 
Jetties : 3 jetties 3300, 4270, and 1450 feet long. 
Bridges: Alteration of railroad bridge. 
Anchorage basins: 
Irregular shape basin 20 feet deep, and about 800 feet wide and 3,000 feet 
long. 
Irregular shape basin 20 feet deep, and about 800 feet wide and 1,600 feet 
long. 


ear e ene 
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Status (Jan, 1, 1958) 


Percent Completion schedule 
complete 


Floodway fer San Diego River_....................._. 100 | Main channel, January 1959, 
Alteration of railroad bridge_-......................_.. 100 | East anchorage basin, December 1957, 
Jetties for floodway and entrance channel............_. 100 | West anchorage basia, January 1959, 


Entrance channel --...........- heeninenetib atin meatal 100 | Harbor revetment, May 1959, 


Main channel, and east and west anchorage basins-. .. 52 | Entire project, May 1959. 
BET CE PORE Ga coc weenctbunianieetaedidsmatiiil 0 
IID a caciee<scetutigpet tenets ciatcabbineh igiatialineiesaaldiiabaniatal 85 

JUSTIFICATION 


The San Diego River and Mission Bay project is a dual purpose project for 
flood control in the lower reaches of the San Diego River and for navigation of 
light-draft vessels in Mission Bay. 

The harbor is now partially usable for boats of shallow draft. However, ad- 
verse tidal conditions continue to create hazards to boats, cause erosion of the 
developed shoreline and cause shoaling of previously dredged areas. The haz- 
ards and erosion and shoaling will continue until the remaining part of the 
main channel and all of the west basin is dredged and the peninsulas defining 
the main channel are constructed and their slopes revetted. Repair and other 
facilities to be provided by local interests will be started as soon as practicable 
after the final phase of Federal dredging is initiated and will continue in an 
orderly manner until completion of the project. 

The harbor consists of two principal subdivisions; namely, (a) the recrea- 
tional area for small craft within the inner bay to be developed by local interests ; 
and (b) the service and revenue producing commercial area comprising the so- 
called east and west anchorages which will be developed by local interests sub- 
sequent to the development of general navigation features by the Federal Govern- 
ment. Dredging in the main channel in fiscal year 1958 has provided limited 
access to the inner bay where local interests have already developed 3 boat an- 
chorage areas, a large motel and 2 restaurants. A temporary pier serving five 
sport fishing boats has been in operation in the each anchorage and with the 
completion of the Federal dredging of the basin, the lessee is initiating plans 
to construct permanent sport fishing docks and facilities including a large res- 
taurant and motel. Local interests are preparing plans to protect the slepes 
of the east anchorage basin and additional leases will promptly be let for boat 
servicing elements such as boat repair facilities, fuel storage and other revenue- 
producing elements. 

The dredging of the west anchorage and the remainder of the main channel 
and revetment of the slopes, will provide berthing space along with other reve- 
nue-producing items for the larger recreational craft and more importantly will 
eliminate tidal and navigation hazards in the main channel and permit full, 
rapid development of the inner bay by local interests. 

The bay will accommodate about 3,200 small craft including 45 sport fishing 
boats and will provide a harbor of refuge. The removal of small craft from San 
Diego Harbor will add to its usefulness as a military shipping center and as a 
base for amphibious aircraft. 


Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $876,000 will be applied to: 


Complete main channel and west anchorage dredging_._.____.__.________ $362, 000 
Initiate and complete harbor revetment___.____-_____-__-____-____.__ 416, 000 
Iam CIR = ir aimee cig pebepebliiniinen 4, 500 
SOUUaenr Waa DIE iN i a tc einen 93, 500 

UN iin ins, Rian mahal diaininaitnanebenitlibimininchaigicnuhsiadet cae 876, 000 


The requested amount will complete the project. 
Non-Federal cost.——The authorizing legislation for this project requires that 
local interests perform work estimated to cost $17,500,000, exclusive of self-li- 





| 





at an Ee igi ane ete 
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quidating items. This total is comprised of the following non-Federal costs for 
nonliquidating features: 


Lands and damages_._...........____. fic einktaaitas ras eiladlaglnsacaraapl eeicrcsebcaacaun $1, 384, 000 
I a ralibiciebesihimowiadectnaue 1, 413, 000 

Construction 
ed a, nnicibeseantar geen ancares enen iaenenepinenien aia Aina 6, 164, 000 
I I ol i cope ncondacinie ease weil! 5, 310, 000 
I a Fa 1, 100, 000 
Nee ee ee ss ca cation inwattneulrenbnonedld 886, 000 
I 2 aig dinner anmnabaiegnennanacernabada meee 344, 000 
In ser lien cine india uCanaienpiemiht aca 783, 000 
I Ne Sal eet te a tlt Solan 115, 700 
Ses nitrite ati SMEARS Ae I it tbls cleanness 17, 500, 000 


Status of local cooperation.—The city council of San Diego furnished a resolu- 
tion assuring that they would comply with all provisions of local cooperation. 
This resolution was approved by the Secretary of the Army on February 11, 1948. 
Local interests have acquired all of the rights-of-way required, contributed funds 
for side drainage structures, removed or relocated all utilities necessary, com- 
pleted a temporary bridge over the harbor for Ventura Boulevard, completed three 
highway bridges, dredged more than 8 million cubie yards of material and have 
improved and are using many of the recreational areas created with dredged fill. 
Local interests have expended in excess of $9 million toward fulfillment of the 
requirements of local cooperation and they have $4,300,000 on hand to apply as 
soon as Federal construction has advanced to the point where their construction 
can be continued. The city of San Diego has provided $317,000 to defray the 
added cost of depositing an estimated 2,900,000 eubic yards of dredged material 
along Highway 101 at the easterly end of Mission Bay. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$10,100,000 is a decrease of $500,000 from the latest estimate ($10,600,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress, based primarily on deereased dredging quantities and receipt 
of low bid. The estimates for engineering and design and supervision and ad- 
ministration were revised based on experienced costs and the inclusion of costs 
for contribution to the retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





j 
| | 


| Total to | Current E Budget fis- | Balance to 
Feature Project cost; June 30, | fiseal year cal year complete 
estimate | 1957 | 1958 | 1959 after fiscal 
} i year 1959 
| | | 








(1) | (2) (3) | (4) 








Relocations | $380,400 | $380, 400 |__.._____._- 
Clanmels._.-.--..---_- _...| 6,580,300 | 4,178, 800 $1, 024, 800 
Breakwater | 2,176, 300 | 2, 176, 300 





Engineering and design...._______- __.| 227,000 202,200 | «16, 300 
Supervision and administration ; | 736, 000 581, 000 51, 200 


= applied cost (Federal funds 
es 10, 100, 000 | 7, 518, 700 





only) 
Pending adjustments...................- 


Total cost (Federal funds only) 
Undelivered orders 


Total obligations 








METHOD OF FINANCING 





tn a tat Be ne eey er laarocieadans ; 

Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956_....|.........--- MPQEEED $b cbcdk. debs dtbcabansss ened cote wa cdsece 

Unobligated carryover from prior eiendss iad SESE? S. ccanjedaind 491, 100 SOE tneks ecnases 
Total funds available for obligation..|_........--- Doete D el ae UU UR hn, ei i en 

Appropriations required__................-|-..-.------- Sind goncekersaieaie tat odie 875, 800 
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Mr. Cannon. This $876,000, as I understand it, with some carry- 
over from the current year, v will complete the project. 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


CARBON CANYON DAM AND CHANNEL, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. For the Carbon Canyon Dam and Channel, Calif., 
the request is for $1,800,000. We will insert pages 31a to 36 for the 
record. 

(The pages are as follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIR PROJECTS (FLOOD 
CONTROL) 


CARBON CANYON DAM AND CHANNEL, CALIF. 


(Continuing) 
eh U0 as si wii cksicictin nin meee ln ce ee eee $1, 500, 000 
TROND QURINRD IO iii iia cts snc d edit ee ee 1, 800, 000 
Seems hh WOBURN CI i 5 oc ss sei resect ee 300, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 


























1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
camel elastase cate 
ne eee ae $415, 900 $1, 040, 900 $625, 000 
Comittee relocations... ... . -.... ncccccncvcccacctebucdsbetbieteee 800, 000 325, 000 25, 000 
nitiate construction of dam ---.-....o...-.-.. ie ecu e cee eee 645, 000 335, 000 —310, 000 
IIIT hen is sage cena tale sbeebs elie alapernieen alam 40, 000 0 —40, 000 
aS Ss Aa 30, 100 30, 100 0 
Supervision and administration._......_- 69, 000 69, 000 0 
FE ITs sis cusses sh asin lantnse cote ditien teddies aaa 1, 500, 000 1, 800, 000 300, 000 
Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 
III iio fasts inn in actinic ‘siete capi edatisiniecitagreiviadaned November 1960....| November 1960, 
Relocations_. peed a ; siihindicarmsniipiies iain saa : 
Reservoir (clearing) - Dinh waco asdieatendabieianiainiemamaaads naam June 1960..--_- 
NEE thiditcd esha 6adoosnncscmnanman aiajitialachiaeausdhinmesaeaickcamtiaadeatidi November 1960..._| November 1960. 
Channels_- a i ssiitins aienoasapiiegitieadl UNI Ritinacn deli Do. 
Buildings, grounds, ‘and utilities__.___- winaupinsneniss sara oncusethstcianisidesnicgealidee ian Mai Ri aid Do. 
Dam closure_. cubs ¥ a ___..--| June 1960_- ....| June 1960, 


Lands and damages. 5 <n aignchidicipaianeisandiabiabamabalatadeaae November 1959---_| September 1959. 
| 





Location.—On Carbon Canyon Creek, approximately 17 miles above its con- 
fluence with Coyote Creek, and 7 miles northeast of Anaheim, Calif. 

Authorization.—19386 and 1938 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.27 to 1. 








I 
| 
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Summarized financial data 
Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
a ,  ensi nn aimemen cermin dauniaphiens <beaneh tic of 2 3 Sen ae 
ool osc aenmpictosenmacbusndgrescacse ete ee eae 
ND a eee c eh cie deniid ss osbacpasennse maa peiiss Cis aihn<0c5ee 
ln 6 citiaicidinecidnmnbinenamencewna tinea © b.cateeiiad decks 

i . scenesibenmsioecnaccneenaneen 6,600. 000 |... i ti. 

IED SUMO GI, BOOT 6 noon cnc cnn w en neec wend acecmenieen th PO BOO Lenn nnncdos cmaeet 

Aupeeraniens ter Gecal year 1008... ................ 2.2.2. cece cee 550, 000 |... a 

Ne unseotbnambenones 815, 000 14 

A tions requested for fiscal year 19590_...._.........-.-...-.....---- 1, 500, 000 40 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959...._.......-.-_-.-.-.-.-.-_------ 3, 505, 000 |..------ ae 

PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Height : 99 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Crest length : 2,610 feet. 
Type : Earthfill. 

Reservoir capacity : Aore-feet 
NE i aes 5, 720 
I cea ai sd capt aa een ane eae asp dala 1, 500 

a a i i 5 inated ch aabigsiablnigheniashaienatNbiibemmmenienminsinds 7, 220 
a esi *315 
1 Acres. 

Spillway : Type: Detached, broad crested weir. 

Outlet works : Type: 2 gates (slide) (5 feet by 6.5 feet). 

Channel : 

Rectangular (concrete-lined ). 
Design capacity : 1,000 cubic feet per second (below dam). 
Approximate length : 4,080 feet. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 
Percent Completion 
complete schedule 

IN oi 8 Sah. Sito cuik nanewinwvecnne wunacumniiceceiinns a | 0 | November 1959. 

oh cass enatrmeenrn lbh ores isnhiaemirean carnaciiioewintie etoagiiomnpllbatinais 0 | November 1960. 

I ira nin ose oe SANS b sched cwuieensiwescubbcen inate estes 0 | June 1960. 

Ne Oe Saadeh ALI Se Sn sn en owigingrnaionpanvaaiiiiiaigminaincivitee 0 | November 1960. 

i sas edgy cree olnoiasiginiiunnaincoanmabimniiea sipaiieitindes 0 Do. 

a  EIICINRS OOUDAN WIRE a es etiesseesitw rain ainarunaaeunensane 0 Do. 

I a ar a crusicnore iatnngpinenrnerin-oaebanel aidiaediniactio aigialins apiieindebscal June 1960. 

is 7 es ntarpenpthpeacielipppenesinantnaligiisinibiwetetinll 5 | November 1960. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Carbon Canyon Creek flows through the center of the city of Anaheim, Calif. 
Construction of Carbon Canyon Dam and Channel would provide protection to 
about one-half of the residential, business, and industrial property in Anaheim 
and property in or near Garden Grove, Stanton, and Los Alamitos Naval Air 
Base against major floods. The 8,600 acres which comprise the most probable 
overflow area are being rapidly developed. Average annual flood-control bene- 
fits from construction of the improvements are estimated at $294,000. In addi- 
tion, intangible benefits not susceptible of monetary evaluation would include 
(1) the prevention of loss of life, epidemics, interruption of utility services, and 
the general disruption of normal community life, and (2) the far-reaching 
benefits from the assurance of uninterrupted traffic on vital railroad and high- 
way transportation systems. 


ie 
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Fiseat. year 1959—The requested amount of $1,500,000 will be applied to— 


Continmn- lamin amt BOG incised. ccke pct nt csmititeinnbtrlploenisaggacnn $415, 900 

Ae Tee “NN aii a cities sans ditlaneid cherie cient aditeeanmtrnes lk \ 

re CU OI acer tec rccincenaetbenntpeneetteaiennagaben 645, 000 

Teen CUE ee eb cleats nian 40, 000 

Teerens ‘Gne Geten ss... nisi Baa a 30, 000 

Seueeee Mm wand. cameo ect ccret cpetionnes 69, 000 
a ree ee ee ee $1, 500, 000 


Acquisition of lands should proceed as scheduled because the area northwest 
of Anaheim is developing rapidly. Relocations of utilities are necessary prior 
to construction of the channel. With the funds requested it is contemplated that 
construction of the dam may be completed prior to the flood season 1960-61. 

Non-Federal cost.—None. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$5,820,000 is an increase of $100,000 over the latest estimate ($5,720,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. Price-level increases on construction features amounted to 
$162,000. The estimates for lands and damages increased $671,000 based on re-' 
examination of requirements. Further design studies and reanalysis of re- 
quirements has resulted in a net decrease of $733,000 on other features. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 





Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

() (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lente oe Gamteges. .. 2... 2.5 ct cc cues 2} eee $25, 300 $584, 200 $881, 500 
tinh onctnnseciie tip ineekaincoepel ncn cheibinl 110, 000 350, 000 380, 000 
Reservoir___. Fenda ps edit mks Sens ibd intendias pea i 7,000 
ON ee es Sree Fp SA Vidivicesintaiinsece inp tameegin tial 645, 000 1, 805, 000 
Channels__ see sok GO Bosc cidennl udeaagens tll 40, 000. 330, 000 
Buikiings, grounds, and utilities...._____- I Bir insss crane eh eh nicethgntinstac tUieecelchini 21, 000 
ee oe eon SG he Dieennticthensianse~ = cietiesieein cae 6,000 
Engineering and design _- eaten 400, 000 $247, 700 116, 000 30, 100 6, 200 
Supervision and administration wien 235, 000 17, 100 20, 700 69, 000 128, 200 
~~  mntannt costs dretommens funds 
ly) - , 820, 000 264, 800 272,000 | 1,718,300 3, 564, 900 
Undistribated cost. Po dh hime tiie se None 


—_ project co cost (Federal funds | 





I cael lh tele 5, 820, 000 264, 800 272,000 | 1,718, 300 3, 564, 900 
Pending edjestanents. iho sdh antic h tigen che pO bet ng icles FORD Bosak dsc Aka A seen 
Total cost eel funds nee?» 5, 820, 000 264, 800 272,000 | 1,718,300 3, 564, 900 
Undelivered orders _- 


Total obligations_-______- 


METHOD OF FINANCING 


ROE. i. scien ahnatanagsa- deren came 265, 100 BE Dincic crnaiiuitstantnigncttanse 
Unobligated carryover from prior WIS ch os. tak en ondde 300 GU SOO te tecabadewe 
Total funds available for obligation..|_...........|....-...-.. Gee eee 8202 le 











Spree ANNO. ani hk dds cee eeticensinnca gegen pre dlbineeiteage 1, 500, 000 3, 504, 900 
| 


Mr. Cannon. This is a new start approved last year. What is the 
status of construction on this project ? 

General Casstpy. We have started the real-estate acquisition and 
the relocation of some of the utilities. We have not yet let the main 
dam contract, sir. 

Mr. Anpersen. Might I ask this? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes, Mr. Andersen. 








1130 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Mr, Anversen. Right after I made the nice comment relative to the 
other two I note you have no local contribution. 

General Cassipy. Under the acts which authorized this project, 
which were the 1936 and 1938 Flood Control Acts, no local contribu- 
tion was required. 

. Anpersen. Could you not accept local contributions, however, 
General? There is no law against accepting them, is there? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. I have discussed this with two of the 
counties down there where the 1938 act applies on ’ocal protection 
projects. They bring out this fact. There is no law which authorizes 
them as public bodies to make a contribution. In other words, the 
boards of supervisors are without legal authority to use the taxpayers’ 
funds to make a contribution. 

Mr. Anversen. In spite of the fact that they perhaps feel it would 
be only right if they did so; is that right ? 

General Cassipy. They say they have no objection to contributing 
if the law is changed. 

Mr. Anpersen. That comes right up my alley. I feel that the Con- 
gress is remiss in its duties in first not requiring every possible con- 
tribution to any of these projects where it can be shown it is for the 
direct benefit of the people involved. 

I do not lay the blame on you gentlemen but I feel this is a good 
example. Here you say these people really feel that perhaps the 
would like to make a contribution but under the law they cannot. Is 
that it, General ? 

General Cassipy. For the two local protection projects, that is it. 
However, they do point out, of the projects authorized under that 
particular 1938 act there are only a few remaining. 

Mr. Anversen. I will rest my case. 


LANDS AND DAMAGES 


Mr. Cannon. There has been quite an increase, General, under the 
item “Lands and damages.” Evidently you have underestimated the 
value of this land or the difficulty of securing title. I notice that last 
year you asked $820,000? Now you ask $1,491,000. 

What are some of the typical prices? What did you have to pay 
per acre for this land ? 

General Cassipy. I will have to supply it for the record. 

Mr. Cannon. It is all unimproved land, is it not? 

General Casstpy. No, sir; this is a very highly developed area in 
this county that is growing very rapidly. That gives the necessity for 
protection. 

Mr. Cannon. You may supply that. 

(The information follows:) 


Typical prices of lands to be acquired are as follows: 


I i eh eed hie $100 
OIE, OU TION i gs sicasbipeieghanbeeeteeibennc steed 3, 500 
OTE I A, ey I Oe 750 








| 
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COST OF CHANNEL WORK 


Mr, Cannon. The estimated cost for channels has been reduced from 
$1,027,000 to $370,000. That is as startling a decrease as the other 
item is an increase. 

How do you account for that? 

General Casstpy. We shifted the axis of the dam downstream, which 
—— us to shorten the channel which is required. That accounted 

or the reduction in the channel requirement. 

We also increased the reservoir capacity slightly so as to reduce 
the channel requirement from 2,000 cubic feet per second to 1,000 
cubic feet per second. 


ENGINEERING AND DESIGN COSTS 


Mr. Cannon. While that item has been reduced, the next item, 
“Engineering and design,” has been increased. We have an increase 
here from $292,000 to $400,000. Why that increase in engineering and 
design ? 

General Cassipy. The continued studies that are necessary to effect 
some of these reductions or changes in designs that will lead to 
economies require more engineering, sir. We will spend more time 
on them and there will be additional costs in engineering which may 
result in savings on our finally constructed item. 


BUDGET AMENDMENT 


Mr. Cannon. Why this amendment of $300,000 to your budget? 

General Cassipy. You will notice there has been a rather complete 
rescheduling so as to allow us to put more money on the lands and 
damages portion, since the cost of lands and flowages easements has 
increased some $671,000. 

Mr. Cannon. But there will be no advancement of the date of com- 
pletion ? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. What slippage in the current year is now estimated 
for this project? The justifications indicate you were going to have 
$278,300 carryover. 

General Cassipy. I will have $237,000 unexpended at the end of 
1958. 

Mr. Cannon. How much of that money is obligated ? 

General Cassy. $169,800 will remain unobligated. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions, gentlemen ? 


DEVIL, EAST TWIN, WARM, AND LYTLE CREEKS, CALIF. 


For Devil, East Twin, Warm, and Lytle Creeks, Calif., you are 
requesting $800,000. We will insert pages 37a to 44 for the record. 
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(The pages are as follows:) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 
Devit, Hast TWIN, WARM, AND LYTLE CREEKS, CALIF. 
(Continuing) 
NI EN bd hace ics cee ciicae Sdibnbibiilas dhiobadibebid weknes Deira ioBbSe ink $800, 000 
I cain cectnectibibhpemntatetectatpet ata niece 800, 000 
I Ne rE COU Te thcslene lal snaceenctarlieie nd wipseapemnctinsdmcmas 3 0 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget Revised Tacrease : 
estimate ' 


Initiate and complete construction of lower Santa Fe Ry. 


- bridge (East Twin and Warm Creeks, pt. 2)_......_._..___- $30, 000 
Initiate construction of East Twin and Warm Creeks Channel 

ca rads cl aotearoa teen hken gota 675, 800 
Menginecring and design. ...-.....-............--..--..-..- 2. 54, 200 
Supervision and administration .._..............._....-.-....- 40, 000 


SE SESS atthe ine tn td-os ohana aor vinings etagate dane 800, 000 








Revised completion schedule 

















1959 budget Revised estimate 
—— a 
| 
Entire project. .-......--------.-------------.----------1--.-.-.-| November 1963....| November 1961. 
EE ESE ey ee ta ta seis So Sucteiecmsbal eae .; November 1960_.._| November 1960. 
Channels: 
seen cree Grvermiom, pt. Bo. ns ad | Completed_.._.__- Completed. 
Devil Creek diversion, pt. 2......-.---..----.- thee titan en January 1958_____. Do. } 
me East Twin and Warm Creeks____-...-.......--.......-.....| November 1962__..| November 1961. 
4 vees: | 
ena Dall ochebnabespaccmpeounustipeshondiegs ost ST Ui wincan Compketed. 
I be ee OSES ad 2 eS essed | Completed ______- | Do. 
Ne HO echt won ren cnsinreddanciennstenniaseae November 1963....| November 1961. 





Location.—Along Devil, Cable, Badger, Waterman, East Twin, Warm, and Ly- 
tle Creeks, tributaries of the Santa Ana River. The improvement will be located 
about 55 miles east of Los Angeles, Calif. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount | percent of 
| estimated 
Federal cost 
$$ Paeodghete kt 
ee We WB a oo 25 oe st 2855. os cee. adancntae cma dunnond6i | Ute ere 
Estimated non-Federal cost _ -- ---- -- So iin eokeawon  aanies 2, 570,000 |_.____ aegis 
Cash contributions -._.-.......---- bi ike cen oennsin easel Oe gs ee 
Other coste- ..--...---------.--------- wabnw ike ehatentintncedache. weil $70,000 1... 2... 
Total estimated project cost _----.---..--- ptt bgepmciangt ool! 6 OF O88 het cto nice 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_..-.-..----------.---- ‘ ; Lae... 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958- oaschivioms elit mabe ---| 900,000 }.............-.- 
Appropriations to date - ---- wii ead 2, 805, 000 23 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959-__- Raia od es 800, 000 29 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_ _........-...---------.-.--.-..-- | 











1133 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Levees : 
Devil Creek levee (interceptor across Devil Creek) : 
Length: 6,880 feet. 
Height: 11 to 19 feet. 
East Twin levees (revetting parts of 2 levees constructed by local interests) ; 
Length: 21,800 feet. 
Height: 12 feet. 
Lytle Creek levee: 
Length : 6,100 feet. 
Height: 10 feet. 
Channels: 
Devil Creek diversion channel (from Devil Creek levee to Cajon Creek) : 
Length, 2.1 miles. 
East Twin and Warm Creek Channels: Improvements of about 5.9 miles. 
Relocations : 
Santa Fe Railway and Union Pacific Railroad bridge (Devil Creek). 
Lower Santa Fe Railway bridge (East Twin and Warm Creeks). 
Pacific Electric Railway bridge (Edst Twin and Warm Creeks). 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 








Percent Completion 





complete | schedule 
igi nnn aonngnenn sash dhietsmenesihsalnghh atnnde ee aeamiadalal 36 | November 1960. 
Channels: 
Devil Creek diversion, pt. 1. ..-........--- gbevteasietcnkcene si 100 


Devil Creek diversion, pt. 2 


tee de ae a dtapptsbdemetaetlntcanied 98 | January 1958. 
East Twin and Warm Creeks 


écmes Sckicwen seb te rue aace 0 | November 1962, 


Levees: 
TE EE cctuntbucesncsred a ‘bite cwaeiiiiategies 98 | January 1958, 
IIIS bintns, ptitnn = «o> ope odin dn enoun<Os-eccthonenenrtnieeinie 100 
eg kt SR eee Eee eee subtawon 0 Bet: ast 
0. 


bird POC i wisn sc pscced cited cetisckicdh bbe ota ees sbodenaee 19 


JUSTIFICATION 


Construction of Devil, East Twin, Warm, and Lytle Creeks channel improve- 
ments would provide protection to about three-fourths of the business and resi- 
dential sections of San Bernardino, an increasingly important southern Califor- 
nia city with a 1956 population of 83,145. The total value of all property in the 
overflow area was estimated (April 1956) at $412 million. The growth of this 
city, an important railroad and industrial center, has been extremely rapid. Be- 
tween 1940 and 1950, the population increased 45 percent, and between 1950 and 
1956, the population increased 32 percent. Forest fires burned over portions of 
the mountainous drainage areas of Devil, Warm, and East Twin Creeks during 
each of the past 5 years. These fires destroyed the natural vegetal cover, thereby 
increasing the potential flood hazard to San Bernardino. The burned areas have 
been reseeded by local interests in cooperation with the United States Forest 
Service, but it will take from 5 to 10 years to reestablish an effective cover. 
Completion of the authorized improvements would do much toward alleviating 
the flood hazard brought about by forest fires. Unless the Devil, East Twin, and 
Warm Creeks channel improvements are completed, increasingly serious damages 
may result to important industrial plants, to the main-line railroad of the Santa 
Fe and Union Pacific Railroads, to transcontinental United States Highway No. 
66, and to housing and business establishments serving employees of industrial 
plants and personnel of Norton Air Force Base. In addition, the improvements 
would supply a drainage outlet for the Norton Air Force Base. Large floods oc- 
curred in this area in 1891, 1916, and 1938. Average annual benefits are esti- 
mated at $1,580,000. 








H 
; 
' 
} 
: 
i 
i} 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be applied to: 
Initiate and complete construction of lower Santa Fe Ry. bridge (East 


Twin end Werm: Creeks. nt 9) once -onaet eee —aeerin $30, 000 

Initiate construction of East Twin and Warm Creeks Channel (pts. 
Ne eaves gnimemasenonvantgditsanssaniiitiinebhit-<itiihadsE dal aiahee Te 675, 800 
ORE, BE OI a icnceey erect nt seerndelienre anata 54, 200 
ueevianon Om Samineurauon...... 8... ete bone 40, 000 
i a ers epson esnsadeaciahs peda ie abe siadie tea 800, 000 


Construction of the East Twin and Warm Creeks improvement would provide 
protection to San Bernardino from floodflows along East Twin and Warm Creeks. 
Relocation of the lower Santa Fe Railway bridge is programed so as not to 
delay construction on part 2 of the East Twin and Warm Creeks improvement. 
It is urgent that work on this project be prosecuted, as presently scheduled, to 
alleviate the added flood menace that threatens the city of San Bernardino, 
Calif., and vicinity as a result of the denudation of the natural watershed vegetal 
cover by the forest fires of the past 5 years. 

Non-Federai cost—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $2,570,000 broken down as 
follows: 


Relocation of utilities_____- i nlc eis lla onc ini hs $226, 000 
ane OPO A ieee teeaseniibbiotsnicd 1, 588, 000 
cP aya ereeneliopine snc cenblntislenniniaoen snleadit 606, 00U 
Cash contributions (land enhancement) ——--_....._._..-____________e 200, 000 


a Acs coin Oe ies ask eatin sida noo se tara nlcsaas gp nth calanoid ie 2, 570, 000 
Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $83,000. 

In addition to the above, local interests advise that they have incurred costs 
of $325,000 for channel improvements prior to adoption of the authorized 
project. As a result of forest fires in each of the past 5 years local interests 
have expended over $135,000 in this area for the removal of debris, the construc- 
tion of emergency debris basins, diversion channels, and fencing, and the rein- 
forcing of existing levees. Local interests have also completed plans for the 
expenditure of $2,150,000 (authorized by the San Bernardino County Board of 
Supervisors) to construct levees and channels for collecting the flows from 
drainage areas between Sycamore Creek and East Twin Creek and for diverting 
these flows to East Twin Creek. Such improvement will complement the author- 
ized improvement. Construction is underway. 

Status of local cooperation.—The San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District adopted a resolution on October 3, 1955, assuring the United States that 
the requirements of local cooperation would be supplied. Local interests have 
already acquired the necessary rights-of-way for the Devil and Lytle Creeks 
units of the project and about 70 percent of the rights-of-way required for 
the entire project. They have completede construction of most of the levees 
that are to be revetted by the United States, and contributed in fiscal year 
1956 $100,000 of a total of $200,000 required by the authorizing act. Local in- 
terests have also initiated proceedings for acquiring rights-of-way for East Twin 
and Warm Creeks. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimates.—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$12,300,000 is a decrease of $1,700,000 from the latest estimate ($14 million) 
submitted to Congress. Based on a reanalysis of economic changes in the East 
Twins-Warm Creek area since adoption of the project and a restudy of engineer- 
ing requirements due to those changes, the estimate for relocations and con- 
struction was reduced by $1,658,000. Based on bids received and the cost of 
completed work, the estimate was reduced by $161,000. Reanalysis of the 
estimates for engineering and design and supervision and administration, in- 
cluding provision for contribution to the retirement fund, accounted for an 
increase of $119,000. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 















































Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature Project cost) June 30, | fiscal year cal year complete 
estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Re onc ceeccncce sence cae deaen $386, 100 $5, 000 $141, 100 $30, 000 $210, 000 
CN na hc dckinaticsueacestadebatieee 8, 252, 600 593, 500 710,100 | 1, 127,000 5, 822, 000 
BS a ae A ee a 2, 278, 300 271, 100 Si SE heinedatdiones 1, 718, 000 
Engineering and design._....._....---...-- 811, 000 249, 600 86, 300 54, 200 420, 900 
Supervision and administration__......_--. 772, 000 48, 800 70, 100 40, 000 613, 100 
Total applied cost (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contributions) -___| 12, 500,000 1, 168, 000 1, 296, 800 1, 251, 200 8, 784, 000 
IIIS on. eccdademacslectuaumnpane SO Cecilia cli aatskca scopic naisinsi tie i aateliaratecitimangaes 
Total project cost (Federal funds and 
non-Federal contributions) -_...._- 12, 500,000 | 1,168,000 | 1,296,800 | 1,251, 200 8, 784, 000 
GUN INN, on Se oo om ni eer es +100 ee Pct eios<. st Steen deed 
Total costs (Federal funds and non- 
Federal contributions) ............. 12, 500, 000 1, 168, 100 1, 296, 700 1, 251, 20€ 8, 784, 000 
Federal funds: a ee : ae, 
Total applied eost..................... 12, 300, 000 1, 076, 400 1, 288, 400 1, 151, 200 8, 784, 000 
Undistributed cost_................... De eiaieicieed I Fini iicidnndinatiisensnensteecimmetadi 
Total project cost................ | 12, 300, 000 1, 076, 400 1, 288, 400 1, 151, 200 8, 784, 000 
PARSER SRNR. onic cncincwenstcn et is +100 RR) ..shtnd- apldbtdeenabede 
ED CO. censcotdeadi« ~-..---«| 12,300,000 1, 076, 500 1, 288, 300 1, 151, 200 8, 784, 000 
Undelivered orders_........-.......... lpscudtaetotbe -+-58, 300 — 58, 300 +89, 000 —89, 000 
pf SS ae ee 1, 134, 800 1, 230, 000 1, 240, 200 8, 695, 000 
Non-Federal contributions: | J c } - > aan teeta 
Total applied cost................... | 200, 000 | 91, 600 8, 400 100,000 [|....... a 
pp eee eee See ye: NS in bi cid iii tebe s 
Total project cost_........_-. oo 200, 000 91, 600 8,400 | 100,000 |........._.. 
DU GCI ao a5 cn wi ccccdanecthéaseneaees | ee ee oe ee! Se ee 
GN Ci ict ientincotctnbtibces 200, 000 91, 600 8, 400 | OE 
VE AEs c.cncnbcnuntthbicconlboubtiweuudl ae See oe eee 
Total obligations. -..................- Os vinnie die 91, 600 8, 400 100, 000 os i 
Sa = ———SSS _ -_ ——————.-s |S ———— = =——=s 
METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
Federal funds: | 
SRI dob s inthis ceewdtoneeeec bectscaieeds 2, 150, 000 890, 000 


Permanent transfers since July 1, 1956__/__- 


Total funds available for obligation 
Appropriation required 


Non-Federal contributions: 
Serene s- 5). onde esdoeedi acs 
Unobligated carryover from prior year- 

Total ‘unds available for obligation 














780, 200 


"440, 200° 





j 
1, 670, 200 |_- 
} 











estas 800,000 | 8, 695, 000 

| 
-| FM nteccsirieniensddta de nde ictats tinting 
octisdiaahdeel |------------ 8, 400 eee a 
paisa Soaks tical ak RAND Aa ease teal eii..n. 
M008 Leads oe 


CORRENTE TORING 6 cicctrd chibi cone schingnertipilabienggs tadeeun S cinciielibicnitens’ | 
' 


7 





25230—58—pt. 2 
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Cannon. If there are no questions the next project is Los 


Angeles County drainage area, California. 


$18,500,000. 
(The pages are as follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION, 


GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION 


(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Los ANGELES CoUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, CALIFORNIA 


NARROWS RESERVOIR) 


(Continuing) 





The request is for 
We will insert pages 45a to 55 for the record. 


PROJECTS 


(EXCLUSIVE OF WHITTIER 























I IN i a. ecard alen dad cdspellcn uc abn cin hv ried $16, 500, OVW 
i do ies aveirembanininencilgcsl usta cali ib daiaa elastic, See 18, 500, 000 
UIT: II a ie no cmmenwaicney 2, 000, 000 
The increase will be applied as follows: 
1959 budget | Revised Increase 
estimate 
Initiate: 
Los Angeles River, Lankershim Blvd. to Stewart and | 
Gray Rds.: | 
Randolph St. to Atlantic Blvd., paving soft bottom. - $1, 044, 100 | 0| —$1,044, 100 
Atlantic Blvd. to Downey Rd., paving soft bottom 0 | $763, 600 +763, 600 
Burbank-western system, upper: 
Part 4, Roscoe Blvd. to debris basin--.-- 183, 200 | 183, 200 | 0 
Stough Canyon channel and debris basin - - -. 174, 300 | 174, 300 0 
Walnut Creek system: | 
Big Dalton Wash: 
Part.3, San-_Dimas Wash to Ben Lomond Ave 316, 500 316, 500 0 
Part 4, Ben Lomand Ave. to A. T. & 8. F. Ry_- 0} 309, 500 +309, 500 
Rio Hondo, upper, part 3, Lower Azusa Rd. to Peck Rd 185, 000 | 185, 000 0 
Santa Anita Wash System: | 
Part 2, A. T. & S. F, Ry., to and inc!uding debris | 
basin. - bee: Boe isha Sn Sp ae 334, 300 | 334, 300 0 
Sierra Madre Wash diet iil 100, 000 | 100, 000 0 
Sawtelle-Westwood: Part 6 ss “ 309, 500 | 309, 500 0 
Subtotal.. ---- 2, 646, 900 | 2, 675, 900 ++-29, 000 
Initiate and complete: 
Ballona Creek repairs_.._- 665, 000 665, 000 0 
Compton Creek repairs. 193, 200 | 193, 200 0 
Subtotal ee 858, 200 858, 200 0 
Complete: 
Walnut Creek system: 
Big Dalton Wash, part I, Walnut Creek inlet to | | 
Azusa Canyon Rd-_- 1, 925, 000 1, 925, 000 0 
Big Dalton Wash, part 2, Azusa Canyon Rd to San | | 
Dimas Wash. --...--- ba 1, 816, 300 | 1, 873, 000 +56, 700 
San Dimas Wash, part 1, Grand Ave. to Big Dalton 
Wash. - inicee a . a ieaalaid 1,704, 000 | 1, 704, 000 0 
Rio Hondo, upper, part 2, Valley Blvd. to Lower Azusa | 
BA, ; ee Dag 959, 400 | 959, 400 0 
Santa Anita Wash, part 1, Rio Hondoto A. T. & 8. F. Ry- 1, 260, 300 | 1, 260, 400 0 
Rubio Canyon diversion_-____- 930, 000 | 975, 000 +45, 000 
Sawtelle-W estwood, part 5, National Blvd. to Pico Blvd - 2, 414, 500 | 2, 650, 100 +235, 600 
Burbank-Western: Parts 2 and 3__-_- ‘ 285, 300 | 0 —285, 300 
Los Angeles River, Randolph St. to Atlantic, paving | 
soft bottom.-__.......-- ; 0} 1, 719, 000 +1, 719, 000 
Subtotal. os 11, 204,900 | 13, 065, 900 +1, 771, 000 
Engineering and design 850, 000 | 950, 000 | +100, 000 
Supervision and administration_..- - 850, 000 | 950, 000 +100, 000 
PE ennanemesnesesecs--cane 1, 700, 000 1, 900, 000 +200, 000 
PE Michenaccndnietscsecemnnnsnsdon 16, 500,000 | 18, 500, 000 | 2, 000, 000 
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Revised completion schedule 





1959 budget Revised estimate 








Los Angeles River Basin: | | 
Los Angeles River, Owensmouth Ave. to | December 1961___._--- ‘ : sted December 1961. 
Sepulveda Reservoir; and Caballero Creck. 
Los Angeles River, Sepulveda Reservoir to | November 1962__. 





June 1961. 
Pacifie Ocean, including Compton Creek. 


Lopez Reservoir, Tujunga and Pacoima |__...do_-_ _~-- 
ashes, Lopez Canyon diversion, and 
Wilson and Mansfield Sts. channel. 
Burbank-western system and tributaries._._... November 1959_- 
Burbank-eastern system and tributaries. -__- | 


‘ ' 


November 1962, 


November 1959, 
November 1965. 


After fiscal year ‘1964 (November 
1967). 


Verdugo wash and tributaries, Sycamore After fiscal year 1964 (November 
Wash, and Haines Canyon. 1964). 


San Gabriel River Basin: 
San Gabriel River channel... -- 








November 1964, 


| After fiscal year 1964 (November | June 1964 


1968). 
8an Gabriel River tributaries___- = -| After fiscal year 1964 (June 1970) - - 
Rio Hendo Basin: 


Rio Hondo Channel, Peck Rd. to Los An- November 1959_...................| November 1959. 
geles River. 


Rio Hondo tributaries... ___......_- o— November 1962_._. 
Ballona Creek Basin._-.- 


November 1965. 





inmcesntredecesaewh pu Weln aes 
enshneen 4 a. — year 1964 (November November 1965. 
Entire project .._.. ry 


After aoa year 1964 (June 1970) ---| Do. 


Location.—Along the Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers, Rio Hondo, and 
Ballona Creek, and tributaries thereof, in Los Angeles County, Calif. 





Authorization.—1936, 1937, 1988, 1941, and 1950 Flood Control Acts. 
Renefit-cost ratio.—3.2 to 1. 
Summarized Pe data 
Accumulated 
Amount percent of 


Federal cost 





| estimated 
ae adaamienia 
} 

Estimated Federal cost__- 


i ‘ J Sno ehiwnksi Sth de eee Seen bel ee ks 
Estimated non-Federal cost__-_.. aaa stdhinbiat achat ---| 52,085,000 td leieatdcaeaaiel 

a eee oak aah aes | lace ee 

og RB cet Se e% mab le ide Seminnat bina ssceelensigaaal © 1a Reso anee eed oad 
Total estimated project cost lh bie SOGLSeer paws aseee BF kee Re ek 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957.-_ -.. . a a j 162, 176,000 |..-.....-...-.-- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958______. a neneeanne} 18, 100, 000 |. 
Appropriations fo date - eee ee tens eae 180, 276, 000 53 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959_- osibnsaubdbenadeceuadl “HERES 58 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959. __ _.-.......-..-..--.....------. 141, 224, 000 | 


————$—— sortie 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Reservoirs: Sepulveda, Hansen, and Lopez Reservoirs in Los Angeles River 
Basin ; and Santa Fe Reservoir in San Gabriel River Basin. 

Debris basins: Located at the mouths of tributary canyons: 17 in Los Angeles 
River Basin, 7 in San Gabriel River Basin, 7 in Rio Hondo Basin, and 2 in 
Ballona Creek Basin. 

Main. channels: 47.9 miles in Los Angeles River Basin, 30 miles in San Gabriel 
River Basin, 12.5 miles in Rio Hondo Basin, and 2.2 miles in Ballona Creek 
Basin. 

Tributary channels: 53.2 miles in Los Angeles River Basin, 69.2 miles in San 
Gabriel River Basin, 35.3 miles in Rio Hondo Basin, and 22.5 miles in Ballona 
Creek Basin. 

Jetties: Two jetties at mouth of Ballona Creek. 

Bridge reconstruction: 109 bridges in Los Angeles River Basin, 142 bridges in 


San Gabriel River Basin, 65 bridges in Rio Hondo Basin, and 12 bridges in 
Ballona Creek Basin. 





; 
| 
. 
| 
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Status (Jan. 1 1958)} 


Percent 


Completion 
| complete 


schedule 











Los Angeles River Basin: 


Los Angeles River, Owensmouth Ave. to Sepulveda Reservoir; and 75 | December 1961. 


| 
Caballero Creek. 
Los Angeles River, Sepulveda Reservoir to Pacific Ocean, including 93 | November 1962. 
Compton Creek. 
Lopez Reservoir, Tujunga and Pacoima Washes, Lopez Canyon diver- 67 Do. 
sion, and Wilson and Mansfield Sts. Channel. 
Burbank-Western system and tributaries.._...._.............-._.. is 22 | November 1959. 
Burbank-Eastern system and tributaries. ................-..-....-_.- 0} After fiscal year 
1964. 
Verdugo Wash and tributaries, Sycamore Wash, and Haines Canyon-. 22 Do. 
San Gabriel River Basin: 
i wi wing om nieraln th egh aeatiadmibnwiarabenion wees 9 Do. 
ee A Sn NONNIOO. 35 Sek el bk nhl Se nieweeneesiewenwet 6 Do. 
Rio Hondo Basin: 

Rio Hondo Channel, Peck Rd. to Los Angeles River._......_......- y 79 | November 1959. 
Rio Hondo tributaries_____ ptteet aces cane 62 | November 1962. 
IR nas crag or, sibel book, 13 | After fiscal year 

1964. 
i lac n cadsceneigel Sete de ear teanh Ave ahasdiniaheenreniainmtinge 51 Do. 


1 The following items are completed: Reservoirs: Sepulveda, Hansen, Lopez, and Santa Fe. Debris 
basins: At mouths of Haines Canyon, Bailey, Carter, and Auburn Canyons of the Arcadia Wash system, 
and on Sawpit Wash, Channels: 


| | 
Basin Main stream} Tributary 


Miles Miles 
I ik re cralnallaeeciene ns «45.9 ¢ 27,2 
i a he eputnnienindin saieageid 3.4 1.0 
ers... ad nedneinks <bbededbdbaeny lubes daasba wih dhewsaom 9.6 21.3 
Ball na Creek._.....-_- haem apres alr thinieslaseapaamlicns teeedeoicoiedeneiith aot 2.2 3.0 


* Com pleted except for repairs to sections of Los Angeles River and Onioen Creek. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Los Angeles County drainage area project is highly important for the 
flood protection of the entire metropolitan area of Los Angeles County. The 
parts of the improvement for which funds are requested for fiscal year 1959 are 
very important in the entire comprehensive plan for flood control in this area. 
The completion of these parts is essential to provide adequate protection for 
large sections of densely populated and highly industrialized areas in Los An- 
geles County. In these areas, facilities vital to the national economy are subject 
to serious damage or disruption by floods. Industrial establishments in the 
overflow area include large aircraft plants, automobile-assembly plants, ship- 
yards, food-processing plants, textile plants, oil refineries and oil-storage farms, 
oilfields, steel mills, and motion-picture studios. Many arterial highways, ex- 
tensive urban and interurban transportation systems, the Santa Fe, Union Pacific, 
and Southern Pacific railroads, which connect the Los Angeles area with the 
East and North, and large electrical-power systems are subject to inundation 
and damage, interrupting their essential military and domestic use. The largest 
eoncentration of aircraft industry in the United States is in Los Angeles County. 
The total area subject to overflow from a flood of design magnitude has an extent 
of about 265,000 acres, a population of about 1,300,000, and a total value of about 
$7 billion. The lives of thousands of persons who live in the overflow area, and 
who work in industrial plants that contribute directly or indirectly to the na- 
tional economy are endangered. A single flood in March 1938 caused a loss of 
49 lives and more than $40 million in property damage. If a similar flood should 
now occur, without flood control and under present conditions of economic devel- 
opment in the overflow area, the damages would be more than five times as great 
as those reported for the 1938 flood. The average annual tangible benefit from 
construction of the Los Angeles County drainage area project greatly exceed the 
average annual charges. Large intangible benefits also would result from pre- 
vention of loss of life, interruption of traffic on transcontinental railroads and 
arterial highways, and interruptions in industrial production, all of which are 
highly important factors with respect to the national economy. 
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Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $16,500,000 will be applied to:. 


Initiate : 
Los Angeles River, Lankershim Blvd. to Stewart and Gray Rd.: 


Randolph St. to Atlantic Blvd., paving soft-bottom______-_--_- $1, 044, 100 
Burbank-Western system, upper : 
Part 4, Roscoe Blvd. to Debris Basin__..._.....--------. 183, 200 
Stough Canyon channel and debris basin-_._.__.__.__.____--__-_ 174, 300 
Walnut Creek system: Big Dalton Wash: 
Part 3, San Dimas Wash to Ben Lomond Ave__..---.-~~- 316, 500 
Rio Hondo, upper ; part 3, Lower Azusa Rd. to Peck Rd___-----~ 185, 000 
Santa Anita Wash system: 
Part 2, Santa Fe Ry. to and including the debris basin____ 334, 300 
OOS NU Ue ea at A a tere aces 100, 000 
CCL WT Re WU NE OE EEG Rigs se sn oath eke 309, 500 
NN nce sac te ae et ele aa 2, 646, 900 
Initiate and complete : 
BiG, CIFOR. OIG nse ccietticsishint st icegieaiiicabiaatinds wieekustit ated gui 665, 000 
COSMIC. CSUN : OMI IN ies ceric ening batibinieebties bel lalonscicibiasiniielendiaisa 193, 200 
NO stil cain 45s 05d niaianbechite thie geal seca niles aitataiibltindersg esi aaeetalebiabil 858, 200 


Complete : 
Walnut Creek System : 


Big Dalton Wash: 


Part 1, Walnut Creek inlet to Azusa Canyon Rd_-__-__--_ 1, 925, 000 

Part 2, Azusa Canyon Rd. to San Dimas Wash_ __-_--_-- 1, 816, 300 

San Dimas Wash: Part 1, Grand Ave. to Big Dalton Wash__ 1, 704, 000 

Rio Hondo, upper: Part 2, Valley Blvd. to Lower Azusa Rd____ 959, 400 
Santa Antia Wash: Part 1, Rio Hondo to Santa Fe Ry____---~- 1, 260, 400 
Rusio ’ Cation’ WivetMiee.. 22 2 i ee re ee 930, 000 
Sawtelle-Westwood system: Part 5, National Blvd to Pico Blvd_ 2, 414, 500 
Burbank-Western: Parts 2: and 8.....0.0.55. 22 285, 300 
ee eee oe ee sea eee | te ok ees 11, 294, 900 
Buginessing an@ Gesigh... 4g ciingcesnsgeansege dip oneuah 850, 000 
BapervisiOn- ANE BAMBI CIOe ee ee a Sa pemeiecatee * 850, 000 
a ia tora ecic tec cer rechateten a eae dae mene ace na a 1, 700, 000 

OO ie call i ee 16, 500, 000 


Los Angeles River—Sepulveda Reservoir to Pacific Ocean and Compton Creek : 
Initiation of the replacement of soft-bottom channel along the Los Angeles River 
from Randolph Street to Atlantic Boulevard with a reinforeed-concrete invert is 
required to protect the existing channel and levee structures. Initiation and com- 
pletion of the Compton Creek repairs is required to protect the existing channel 
and levees structures. 

The existing soft-bottom channel, which was completed in 1942 as a part of 
the $70 million project, was built because of lower first cost. As a result of the 
paving of the river channel and its tributaries upstream from Soto Street and 
of the phenomenal urban development of the drainage area, the movement of 
bed material to the soft-bottom sections has been sharply curtailed, and the re- 
sultant clear water has picked up its sediment load from the soft bottom of the 
channel. Rapid degradation has taken place, exposing the grouted toe of the 
rock bank protection in some areas and, in others, even undercutting the toe. 
Even normal winter flow may continue to undercut the existing toe and thereby 
jeopardize the entire levee structure. If these levees should be breached, private 
property valued at millions of dollars would be damaged, transportation facil- 
ities interrupted, and approximately 10,000 lives imperiled. 

Burbank-Western system: Initiation of part 4 of the upper Burbank-Western 
system is required to permit an orderly continuation of the construction program 
with work in progress on parts 2 and 3 of the upper system. Continuation and 
completion of parts 2 and 3 of the system are required to protect a highly de- 
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veloped«residential and business area. Initiation of Stough Canyon Channel 
er basin will provide a tie-in and protection to completed parts of the 
system. 

Walnut Creek system: Initiation of part 3 of Big Dalton Wash is required 
for coordination of the construction program with downstream parts of the sys- 
tem. The continuation and completion of parts 1 and 2 of Big Dalton Wash 
and part 1 of San Dimas Wash will permit delivery of floodwaters to the Walnut 
Creek inlet channel. Each of these parts is an important step in providing flood 
protection to one of the most rapidly growing areas of Los Angeles County. 

The Walnut Creek inlet will receive floodwaters from the Walnut Creek sys- 
tem, which will include channels on Big Dalton Wash, Little Dalton Wash, San 
Dimas Wash, and Walnut Creek, and convey these waters to the San Gabriel 
River Channel. The Walnut Creek system will also provide outlets for local 
storm drains. Floods in the area endanger lives and property in Glendora, 
Azusa, Covina, West Covina, and unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County. 
The population of this general area has more than doubled in the past 5 years, 
and a large proportion of this increase is in areas subject to flooding. The 
10,000-acre overflow area has a population of about 45,000 and includes valuable 
—— agricultural, and business property with a total value of about $255 
million. 

Rio Hondo: The upper Rio Hondo Channel improvement is required to provide 
protection to (1) valuable property, including about 90 industrial plants and 
residential, business, and industrial properties in the cities of El Monte and 
Arcadia and in adjacent unincorporated suburban areas, and (2) vital transpor- 
tation routes—Southern Pacific Railroad and United States Highways Nos. 60, 70, 
and 99. In recent years, large housing developments have been constructed in 
the overflow area of the Rio Hondo. The need for this improvement has become 
urgent as the construction of the Eaton, Arcadia, and Sawpit Wash hard-bottom 
channels concentrates flow into and increases the erosion of the natural channel 
of the Rio Hondo. The proposed Rio Hondo Channel would convey these in- 
creased and concentrated flows safely to Whittier Narrows Reservoir. The im- 
provement will also provide an outlet for storm drains to be constructed by Los 
Angeles County as part of its $179 million project. 

Initiation of part 3 (Lower Azusa Road to Peck Road) and continuation and 
completion of part 2 (Valley Boulevard to Lower Azusa Road) will be accom- 
plished with the funds requested. 

Ballona Creek: Initiation and completion of the Ballona Creek repairs is re- 
quired to enlarge the channel from Washington Boulevard to LaSalle Avenue 
to design capacity. 

Santa Anita Wash: The Santa Anita Wash channel improvement is required 
to provide protection to highly developed residential and business property in 
Arcadia and Monrovia and in unincorporated suburban areas. The Santa Fe 
Railway and United States Highway No. 66 cross the flood plain. About 8,000 
people reside in the overflow area. 

Initiation of part 2 (Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. to and including the 
debris basin), initiation of Sierra Madre Wash channel, and the continuation 
and completion of part 1 (Rio Hondo to Santa Fe Ry.) will be accomplished 
with the funds requested. Each of these parts will also provide an outlet for 
floodwaters from locally constructed flood-control channels and dams. 

Rubio Canyon diversion: The continuation and completion of the Rubio 
Canyon diversion is required to protect highly developed residential and busi- 
ness property in Pasadena and San Marino and in unincorporated suburban 
areas. The Santa Fe Railway and United States Highway No. 66 cross the Rubio 
Canyon flood plain. About 3,000 people reside in the overflow area. 

Sawtelle-Westwood system: The continuation and completion of part 5 
(National Boulevard to Pico Boulevard) of the Sawtelle-Westwood system is 
required to protect intensively developed residential and business sections in 
the western part of the city of Los Angeles. This area is crossed by major 
traffic arteries connecting this and other residential areas with industrial 
plants, airports, beaches, and downtown Los Angeles. Part of: the’ United 
States Veterans’ Administration center at Sawtelle and part of the University 
of California at Los Angeles are located in the Sawtelle-Westwood overflow area 
above Charnock Road, and about 16,000 people reside here. 

Initiation of part 6 will continue the construction upstream, crossing Olympic, 
Wilshire, and Sunset Boulevards, to provide additional relief to this extensively 
developed urban and residential area. 

On the basis of $16,500,000 for fiscal year 1959, it will be possible to proceed 
with construction of these units of highest priority. The overall project is 
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now about 51 percent completed, and additional funds required to complete the 
project, including those requested for fiscal year 1959, total about $158: million. 
The construction program for this project should proceed as scheduled, so that 
the remaining work may be completed and urgently necessary flood protection 
provided at a reasonably early date. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


men of the authorized project is estimated at $52,085,000, broken down as 
ollows : 


Highway andl bridge relocathon asian in nie ttt ncensenoeedn $31, 055, 000 
iI NE COO. cs cceate Nvvabateaieduiine dhs uamaseocnaenaeiaarateinmead 21, 030, 000 
FN cm cies seh nh cecdenisencoeccege tao gh deta aaa 52, 085, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate that part of the project 
authorized subsequent to 1938. The annual cost for maintenance and operation 
of that portion of the project is estimated at $854,000. 

In addition, local interests advise that, prior to July 1, 1957, they had expended 
an estimated $271,700,000 in constructing supplemental works, including dams, 
debris basins, minor channel improvements, storm drains, and other similar im- 
provements. In November 1952, residents of Los Angeles County voted and 
approved a bond issue for the expenditure of $179 million for storm drains to aid 
in the collection and control of runoff in Los Angeles County. Many of the im- 
provements under the Los Angeles County drainage area project will provide the 
required outlets for those storm drains. Local interests tentatively estimate that 
the total ultimate cost to them for work supplemental to the Los Angeles County 
drainage area project will amount to $733 million. 

Status of local cooperation.—Local interests have furnished assurances of re- 
quired local cooperation and have met all requirements to date. It is expected 
that future requirements will continue to be met as needed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—No change from the latest estimate 
($338 million) submitted to Congress. Overall price level increases amounted 
to $6,738,000, but were offset by a like decrease resulting from further detailed 
design studies, supplemented by adjustments in cost of completed work and cost 
experience on work in progress. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





Total to | Current | Budget fis- Balance to 

















Feature Project cost} June 30, fiseal-year eal year complete 

estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 

year 1959 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Lands and damages. -.-_....___-- ...----| $5,993, 900 | $4, 689, 500 0 0} $1,304, 400 
NN 650s SSR tere ...-.-| 20,020,800 | 12,040,300 | $1, 612, 600 $678, 900 5, 689, 000 
inna ee | Fe RO, 0 0 

Channels.. -- bachdshu desde seis’ 250, 451, 800 |102, 490, 200 | 14,390, 500 | 14, 633,900 | 118, 937, 200 
Engineering and design wan. 8 ate .| 16,627,200 | 7,960, 600 933, 400 850, 000 6, 883, 200 
Supervision and administration. __.___..._| 21,912,200 | 11/007, 600 ty 047, 300 | 850,000} 9, 007, 300 














Total applied cost a ral funds 
only awe . .--.|338, 000, 000 | 161, 182, 300 Ae 17, 012, 800 | 141, 821, 100 
Undistributed NE cose oe ‘ongitieimamneenie None idocidinn Miter is ens 


oe project cost eee funds 
Jin caigehienkeescntoi ae 161, 182, 300 | 17,983,800 | 17,012,800 | 141,821, 100 
Pending | sdlastnanie ieseqeaisin ete denen lini 4 +600 —600 os 5D ne 

















Total cost pene funds anny? eee 338, 000, 000 161, 182, 900 | 17,983,200 | 17,012,800 | 141,821, 100 
Undelivered orders... thobthbatbedbbivene me +47 27, 800 169, 700 — 200, 200 — 597, 300 
Total obligations... ._....- vee _....---«-}161, 910, 700 | 18,052,900 | 16,812,600 | 141, 223, 800 





METHOD OF FINANCING 


Appropriation. ____-. .|.------.--../161, 126, 200 | 18, 100,000 |_.__- ia ne 
Permanent transfer since July” 1, ke Sad SO Se j = 
Unobligated carryover from prior year... 3 asa | 500 312, 600 é< 





wie lcintad I ee 
Appropriation required............-....-_- leaned |---=-------- nail 16, 500, 000 | 141, 223, 800 
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Mr. Cannon. Briefly explain the status of this rather extensive 

roject. 
. General Cassipy. This project is a very large project for the pro- 
tection of the metropolitan area of Los Angeles County, with a popu- 
lation of some 5 million, and a very heavy industrial complex. 

We have substantially completed the main channel of the Los An- 

eles River, portions of the Rio Hondo, and are now working on the 
Walnut Creek system and some of the upper, smaller hill basins. 


COMPLETION SCHEDULE 


Mr. Cannon. Your estimated completion date here has been 
changed and this is a very wnusual change. You are reducing your 
estimated date of completion from 1970 to 1965. 

What has enabled you to speed that up? 

General Casstpy. That is really the result of rescheduling of the 
project based on an estimated rate of appropriations for the project. 


MONETARY AUTHORIZATION 


Mr. Cannon. Here again you are very close to the limit of the 
monetary authorization. What effect will that have on the progress 
of construction this year? 

General Casstpy. I will have to stop this project, dead, sir, by the 
first of June. I will have some 200 employees who have been work- 
ing on this project for many years that I will probably have to re- 
lease or find other places for. We will, of course, lose the protection 
and it will take at least 2 years to get the project started again. 

Mr. Cannon. It would be very Tmatioas to the project ? 

General Cassipy. It would, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. The only remedy is an increase in the authorization 
prior to what date? 

General Cassiny. If I can get authorization in June, sir, we can 
carry on. 


INCREASE IN ENGINEERING AND DESIGN COSTS 


Mr. Cannon. Why has it been necessary to increase the cost esti- 
mate for engineering and design? You estimate an increase of 
$716,000 since last year. 

General Casstpy. That is a reestimate of our engineering and de- 
sign problems on this very complicated project. The time we will 
actually spend in designing the project. 

Mr. Cannon. Are not your engineering and design expenses rather 
stabilized? There cannot be much variation in the quality of it. 

General Cassipy. No, sir, but there can be a variation in the amount 
of time and redesign we will put on a particular project. As condi- 
tions change and we get to the project and restudy the hydrology of 
the area we may do some of the designs twice. 

Mr. Cannon. I believe there was an across-the-board increase in 
salaries that would have been included here. 

General Casstpy. That could account for part of it and a small part 


id it is accounted for by the necessary contribution to the retirement 
nd. 
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BUDGET AMENDMENT 


Mr. Cannon. You are asking for $2 million additional in the 
amendment to the estimate. Would you say that would not result in 
acceleration but would it result in economy in construction? Would 
you save anything by having these additional funds available? 

General Casstpy. This is the best rate to carry on construction on 
this very complex project in order to keep it in series, keep each piece 
moving in the various areas in which we are working, in order to work 
with the local interests who have to acquire the lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, and in order to work out agreements with local people 
on relocation of utilities, this is what we believe is about the best rate 
to continue this project. ; 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any questions? 


DIVISION OF COSTS BETWEEN LOCAL AND FEDERAL 


Mr. Fenton. This whole setup appears to be a combination of a lot 
of local projects and a lot of Federal projects. How do you arrive at 
a decision as to who is to do the various parts of the overall project? 

General Casstpy. Since the original project report, sir, this project 
has developed over gro a few years so that there have been projects 
added to the Federal project. We have generally considered Federal 
interest to be in the main channels with the remaining projects to be 
the responsibility of local interests. It could change some in the 
future. 

For instance, on Laguna Dominguez, shown as a local project, there 
has been a study which is inactive now, leading toward Federal work 
on that particular channel. 

Mr. Frnron. It certainly is a complex development there. With 
local interests taking some portions of it. With its highly local and 
metropolitan character, however, why should not Los Angeles take 
care of the entire project ? 

General Cassipy. This is the main drainage system within that 
county. Los Angeles County is doing work to supplement this at an 
estimated cost of $733 million, sir. 

Mr. Fenron. Should that not have been carried on as the city and 
county developed? Why did they not take care of that themselves? 

General Cassipy. The Federal Government is taking care of the 
main drainage. The city and county is taking care of what you might 
call the local drainage to the main drainage system. In most of our 
flood protection projects it has been usual for the Federal Govern- 
ment to deal with the main stream going through town. These are 
existing rivers on which we are working. 

Mr. Fenton. No navigation ? 

General Casstpy. No, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Nothing on that? 

General Casstny. These streams are almost dry in summertime. 

Mr. Fenton. I think your working on the main stream is all right. 
Those side streams I do not know about. 





RR TIE 


i 
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RUSSIAN RIVER RESERVOIR (COYOTE VALLEY ), CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. For Russian River Reservoir, Calif. there is a request 
for $750,000. We will insert pages 56a to 62 for the record. 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


RussiAN Riverk Reservorzk (Corore VALLEY), CALIF. 


(Continuing) 
8k it Sk Sa Se Si ala $2, 450, 000 
la * 750, 000 
ne SP UU ashe ibccdomsie nb ecepenpn dakota 1, 700, 000 


2 See footnote 1, table below. 


Revised amounts will be distributed as follows 


| i | 
1959 budget | Revised Change 














estimate | 
| 
Complete relocation of State Highway No. 20_..........._-- --| $1, 180, 000 $65,000 | —$1, 115, 000 
Complete reservoir clearing and pool preparation - - - ; 84, 000 | 84, 000 
Complete construction of dam embankment and appurte- | | 
ets Bale Slee ne cineincc eae ion aah ls ii a 739, 000 0 —739, 000 
I See og dk aden sf 117, 000 | 0 —117, 000 
Complete buildings, grounds, and utilities 29, 000 | 0 —29, 000 
Compete acquisition and installation of perme anent ope rating | 
equipment... __-_ ‘elie edie 108, 000 108, 000 0 
Resume channel construction _- ; 0 350, 000 350, 000 
Initiate construction of recreation facilities _ aaa eel 0 | 25, 000 25, 000 
Engineering and design-- SS amd ick Gaara edaake | 40, 000 | 55, 000 15, 000 
Supervision and administration_..__-__- ; oo-------| 153, 000 | 63, 000 —90, 000 
Rrra Set ele CC 2, 450, 000 | 1 750, 000 | —1, 700, 000 
| 





1 Funds transferred to project in fiscal year 1958 to meet existing contract commitments eathieang 
scheduled for payment with fiscal year 1959 funds. 


Revised completion schedule 








| 1959 budget Revised estimate 
DUNE ie cates sesininnls aainists asl h alee tt | eases 
Land acquisition -- ; : June 1958-_ _ ..-- ..| June 1958, 
Relocations_- ibe OG.i2< Do. 
Reservoir (pool preparation ¢ and clearing) __--- __..-.-.---...-} November 1958-- | July 1958. 
Dam... 5 5 June 1958__-. ---| June 1958. 
Access road_____- ‘ | do Do. 
Channel improvements... ad * hea eae ...-| June 1962__._......| December 1960. 
Recreation facilities. - ae ioe .......| September 1960....| October 1959. 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities soles .---| June 1958_._. June 1958. 
Permanent pewstns eeupaeat. ; i , | December 1958- - .- October 1958. 
Entire project. _- .- .- -----| June 1962........-.| December 1960. 





Location.—The dam is on the East Fork of the Russian River, approximately 
3,000 feet upstream from the confluence with the main river at mile 94, and 
about 3 miles northeast from the city of Ukiah, Calif. The channel improve- 
ments are located in the several valleys below mile 97 of the main Russian 
River and in the lower reaches of several tributaries. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 
Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost__ 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contribution 
I UR a a Se eee 
Total estimated project cost é 
I 0 CU Oe nee cece anbacae rasta 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 
ER a SS oe ee! 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1959 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959 








PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam : 
Type: Earth fill. 
Height: 160 feet. 
Length: 3,560 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Fixed crest channel control, 200 feet long, 19 feet below dam crest. 
Design capacity: (maximum pool) 28,500 cubic feet per second. 


Reservoir capacity : Acre-feet 
We, -COREOR . -  . -, csc tasted tpetioconissiiansiiipan Nienessesmietiadidlaeediguaiaataibiens 48, 000 
PROG UCI a aie ees ern yen puiacinnleds 70, 000 
SEE. ‘PN PIN MINNA... sic sonsusnisclereannpeeaceic actasligiopieienes te bantdanedaaareimanaiamcamaae 4, 500 

Nar <a: ancien as thhncce sina Seprnectcieconaehlianedeiceiplanaeasoelag picenaninsan aeaeetienn vanadate 122, 500 

Outlet works: 

Type: Upstream gated, 12.5 feet diameter conduit through dam. 
Japacity: 6,500 cubic feet per second. 
Drainage area: 105 square miles. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 
Percent Completion 


complete schedule 


TR OUI 3.05 sis bien aincie apne dichiince nin cbipsiguenmipninninnliceainas 98 | June 1958, 


Relocations... --.-- alacant Seat scmishy acieoniaathanactnaideanmmaadian 59 Do. 
Reservoir (pool preparation and clearing) ..-.......-.-.------------------- 15 | November 1958, 
Dam. . plow Likees escilth seiilessnabsiabachid dine 5 wabtbiles Sm ben thine tnteamidvta aia 87 | June 1958. 
Access road_....- a at tle i nat call caeaiaaiilies lain altel 17 Do. 
ne no. nsndahenseapenabhelpaenianensehiee 3 9} June 1962, 
Reereation facilities..........-............-....- bs sia ahi eden ancacaeell 0 September 1960. 
Buildings; grounds, and utilities......................-.-.------- csmisaliarssis 66 | June 1958. 
Permanent operating equipment-.........-.....-.------------ socigccihailieiaae | 12 | December 1958. 
TINS GIO onan cn neces ccnncnednenctanceess sadesmpeccsswestaadursans== 


72 June 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Russian River Reservoir (Coyote Valley), Calif., project is well justi- 
fied in that it will provide urgently needed flood control and supplementary 
water in a predominantly agricultural area serving as an important source of 
food supply for the San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area. The authorized 
reservoir will reduce average annual flood damages an estimated 58 percent. 
The supplemental water to be developed incidental to flood-control operation of 
the reservoir will be used to: (1) meet present and future domestic demands in 





; 
' 
; 
: 
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water-deficient urban centers such as Santa Rosa, Petaluma, Sonoma, and ad- 
joining areas; (2) augment existing water supplies for agricultural and commer- 
cial purposes; and (3) maintain a minimum flow of 125 cubic feet per second at 
Guerneville and other important resort areas along the river during the summer 
months for recreational purposes and for propagation of fish. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2,450,000 will be applied to— 


Complete relocation of State Highway 20____-____________________ * $1, 180, 000 
Complete reservoir clearing and pool preparation__....____________ 84, 000 
Complete construction of dam embankment and appurtenances___-_- * 739, 000 
I al apie ph sae ictnieghindnatalibacade 417, 000 
Complete buildings, grounds, and utilities__._........__-__________ 729, 000 

Complete acquisition and installation of permanent operating 
I i i i 108, 000 
I a ee rete mead 40, 000 
SU ERT AN TED, GCRENATIREOSC PUNCHED i in on ees esmneecrerem ravines 153, 000 
a a a an Ni cee) 2, 450, 000 


1 Payment for work completed but not funded in fiscal year 1958. 


The earliest possible completion of the Russian River Reservoir is essential 
in order that the high average annual flood damages be reduced and the water 
conservation benefits be realized without delay. In order that these benefits 
may be realized, the minimum of $2,450,000 of Federal funds will be required in 
fiscal year 1959. Cost-reimbursable contract with the California Department of 
Highways, for relocation of the State highway, was awarded to the contractor 
who is building the dam. The contractor has indicated that he will complete both 
the dam and road relocation in fiscal year 1958. In the event that he does so, ap- 
proximately $2,065,000 of the funds requested for fiscal year 1959 will be required 
to reimburse him for work performed during the preceding fiscal year. The 
amount requested for fiscal year 1959 will permit completion of all features of 
the project except channel improvements and recreation facilities. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests were required by the authorizing legisla- 
tion to contribute (prior to initiation of construction) $5,598,000 toward the 
water conservation feature of the improvement, and to pay for lands, damages, 
etc., (presently estimated to cost $110,000) in connection with the channel im- 
provements. Maintenance of the channel improvements, which is required of 
local interests, is presently estimated to cost $22,600 annually. 

In addition, local interests advise that they will incur costs of $2,200,000 for 
initial construction of a water-distribution system and $6,500,000 for future 
construction requirements. 

Status of local cooperation.—The board of directors of the Sonoma County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, by resolution dated May 25, 
1955, guaranteed fulfillment of all local cooperation required for the project 
in Sonoma County. The required cash contribution of $5,598,000 was made by 
Sonoma County to the Department of the Interior and transferred to the Depart- 
ment of the Army on March 5, 1956. Mendocino County has reimbursed Sonoma 
County $633,000 for its share of the cash contribution for the water conservation 
benefits of the project. 

Local interests in Sonoma County furnished the necessary lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way for construction of approximately 4 river-miles of initial 
channel improvement works, completed in February 1957 as a test section. It 
is anticipated that future requirements for rights-of-way will be furnished as 
needed. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$13,002,000 is an increase of $315,000 over the latest estimate ($12,687,000) 
submitted to Congress. The estimate increased $290,000 due to addition of 
public recreation facilities. The balance of the increase results from reanalysis 
of requirements on other features of work based on experienced cost and 
further detailed design studies. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





| 
| Totalto | Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature |Project cost} June 30, fiscal year cal year complete 
| estimate 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
| year 1959 
| | 
| (1) | (2) (3) 


(4) (5) (6) 





Lands and damages...____- $1, 945,000 | $1,585,800 | $359, 200 


| 
Relocations... _._- = aspen 3, 420, 000 840,000 | 1, 400,000 | $1, 180, BO Ee cccnactndinaes 
Reservoirs... sowie lena, nk __.-| 80,000 eee 1G. on 
a A | 8,060,000 | 3, 998, 400 | 3, 321, 000 740, 600 cesecicailaal 
i Roads, railroads, and bridges (access roads) . 141, 000 |__. 24, 000 REGO Bens ccceniocain 
Channels. aici | 2,002,000 | 186, 500 | oe eee red $1, 815, 500 
Recreation facilities___- eidaasail 290, OO | .. .. ess al ead 290, 000 
Buildings, grounds, utilities canbe 85, 000 53, 800 | 1, 900 1 SN 8, 
Permanent operating a essen nan 118, 000 600 | 9, 000 108, 400 cacSaiaie 
Engineering and design- . eae 1, 200, 000 1, 050, 900 | 81, 000 40, 000 28, 100 
Supervisor and administration _- " 1, 175, 000 | 436, 300 | 402, 600 153, 700 182, 400 


aceeemceenes atm 





| 
Total applied cost (Federal funds | 2 
and non-Federal contributions).___| 18, 600,000 | 8, 152, 300 | | 5, 678,700 453, 000 2, 316, 00 
Undistributed cost - - - erdanacanaane=|-o=<= None | 





i = awe) <-ccecconnce 
| 


Total project cost (Federal funds and } 
non-Federal contributions) - -.___- | 18, 600,000 | 8,152,300 | 5, 5, 678, 700 2, 453,000 | 2, 316, 000 








Pending adjustments_- eee OND Se os con eens oe cnobdiinices 
Total cost (Federal funds and non- | | 
| Federal contributions) .._- ; 18, 600, 000 8, 152, 300 | | 5,678, 700 2, os, 8 | 2,316, 688 


Federal funds: | 
| Total costs. __- bend ie, ...-| 13,002, 000 | 3, 170,800 | 5, 062, 200 
‘ " | 
| 





2, 453, 000 | 2, 316, 000 
Undelivered orders. 








we 6,200 | 3,200} “—3, +000 | eas 
|—— setlist isis ccadaeshiiitela tah alatieanstciedeh decimate 
Total obligations. _ . é Mani 43, 177, 000 5, 059, 000 | 2, 450, 000 2, 316, 000 
es = ——SS>™E_— = 72 
Non-Federal funds: Pi 
Total costs .-.--| 5,598,000 | 4, 981, 500 | | lds 
Undelivered orders. . | 268, 000 — 268, 000 “af ¥ 
Total obligations. --__. _- j a | 5, 249, 500 | 348, 500 | 


ant — 


METHOD OF FINANCING | | 
Federal funds: | 
Appropriaticns 3, 236,000 | 5,000,000 | 
Unobligated e arryover from prior year | 59, 000 |. 


5, 059, 000 | 


Total funds available for obligation 


Appropriations required .| 


| j " 
=| 2, 450, 000 | 2, 316, 000 
re 


Non-Federal contributions: 
Contributions. 
Advances. 
Unobligated c arry over from prior year 


.-| 5, 598, 000 


Total funds available for obligation 
Contributions required 


| asin Saosin soe onlin tchidaceauiteninagy 
adio<cose=satterinnsetanenaiedeannanaie-saaiimesneanadimetaaes 
| 


Note.—Non-Federal funds to be oxiea to eanenuaiel Federal funds as required. 


SAN ANTONIO AND CHINO CREEKS CHANNEL, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Cannon. For San Antonio and Chino Creeks Channel, Cali- 
fornia, we have a request for $2 million. Insert pages 63a to 68 for 
the record. 

(The pages are as follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


San ANTONIO AND CHINO CREEKS CHANNEL, CALIFORNIA 


(Continuing) 
TRE. CR DR iin cient nica eats hen $2, 000, 000 
Feetined Gut... ccietimtccentiter aicccniima natin onicnininaenbeticitinintthaatniaiin 2, 000, 000 
Fpevenns Sh Dudgst CUR niatec sins cnncipincnenweninatmen 0 
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The increase will be applied as follows: 























1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 
Complete land acquisition $413, 900 | $413, 900 0 
I 449, 700 449, 700 0 
Initiate construction of pt. 1, Prado Reservoir to Chino Creek-.- 1, 008, 900 1, 008, 900 0 
Engineering and design. .-_.................. pivecwadicnbiepaaielee 32, 800 32, 800 0 
Supervision and administration..................-......-...-- 94, 700 94, 700 0 
I BE cman sass BONN 2,000,000 | 2, 000, 000 | 0 
2 sl a i ate 
Revised completion schedule 
Saas — sepa ae zs on sa Sentncaien Pe 
| 1959 budget Revised estimate 
aon ee sus caieiamaseiiaie |— hee tais 
Entire project. _- iptcabsc cae sitita chin cbgehiie tegiabiine November 1960 November 1960 
Lands and damages-.- -.-_- es <= June 1959 ..| June 1959. 
Relocations noe 5 dana November 1960 November 1960 
Chantels: 
Pt. 1, Prado Reservoir to Chino Creek bie ke trea ata ther ce Do. 
Pt. 2, Chino Creek to Holt Ave ; ...-...| Completed___... Completed. 
Pt. 3, Holt Ave. to San Antonio Reservoir eer ek February 1958... ._| Do. 


Location.—Along San Antonio and Chino Creeks, extending for about 16 miles 
from San Antonio Dam (completed in May 1956) to the existing Prado Reservoir 
on the Santa Ana River. The project is in Los Angeles and San Bernardino 
Counties, about 30 miles east of the city of Los Angeles, Calif. 

Authorization.—1936 and 1938 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.91 to 1 (for San Antonio and Chino Creeks Channel and 
San Antonio Reservoir). 


Summarized financial data 


| 
Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


$12, 300, 000 cas Lal 


@ Masces 
0 ed 
0 - 


12, 300, 000 | 

3, 100, 000 ‘ 

3, 250, 000 | 

6, 350, 000 | 52 
2, 000, 000 bs 
G, GO, GSU Nvniwennce 


' 


Est mated Fe‘eral cost __ 
Est'mated non-Fe‘eral cost 

Cas contr’ but’ ons-- 

Ot*er costs c 

Total est mated project cost 

Appronpr at ons to June 30, 1957 
Appropr at ons for fiscal year 1958 
Appronr at ons to date 
Apnvropr at ons requested for fiscal year 1959_ eon es 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959- - -- : hie ae 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: 

Rectangular section (reinforced concrete) : 
Depth : 10 to 15 feet. 
Width : 20 to 30 feet. 
Length : 10.5 miles. 

Trapezoidal section (paved invert of reinforced concrete and side slopes of 

grouted cobblestone) : 

Depth : 10 to 20 feet. 
3ottom width : 60 to 100 feet. 
Length : 3.7 miles. 





i 


— ee ee ee ee 
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Trapezoidal section (unpaved with levees and pilot channel) : 
Channel : 
Bottom width : 336 feet. 
Length: 1.5 miles. 
Levees : Height, 7 to 10 feet. 
Pilot Channel: 
Bottom width : 100 feet. 
Depth: 3 to 6 feet. 
Relocations : 
Highway bridges : 29. 
Railroad bridges: 4. 
Combination highway and railroad bridge: 1. 


Status (Jan, 1, 1958) 





| 
Percent Completion sched- 
| 











com plete ule 

SERRE SPs wince cckskecdunsiptettnaninstasaananeenateieadiae 23 June 1959. 
Ns SS cotiinnadndsbncsesenbbadsocwtendubncsudsddeantsibeatasniews 33 | November 1960. 
Channels: | 

Part 1 (Prado Reservoir to Chino Creeks)-.............-.-.-.-.------- | 0 Do. 

ee POL Be Ee yy Re a a es ee | 100 

Part 3 (Holt Ave. to San Antonio Reservoir). ............-.----------- | 96 | February 1958. 
Ne I atone wtqn nen sisboctsntannnseneepabnecnespamtingetatcnegpape 47 | November 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project would prevent discharges from San Antonio Dam (completed) 
from flooding valuable residential, commercial, and industrial properties in the 
cities of Pomona, Claremont, Chino, Ontario, and Upland, and highly improved 
agricultural property adjacent to these cities. Because of the tendency for San 
Antonio Creek to alter its course on the debris cone below the mouth of San 
Antonio Canyon, an area of 57,000 acres is subject to overflow. The present 
population in the area subject to overflow is estimated at 150,000 and the present 
value of all property in this area is estimated at about $880 million. Without au 
improved channel, floodwaters would peril the principal eastern transportation 
outlet from Los Angeles and its harbor. The Southern Pacific, Union Pacific, 
Santa Fe, and Pacific Electric Railway (a local carrier of large quantities of 
reloaded transcontinental freight) all cross the overflow area and are subject to 
critical curtailment of services. In addition, 4 transcontinental highways (U.S. 
60, 66, 70, and 99), 2 State highways, and many local roads cross the overflow 
area and continue to be subject to critical damage unless the improvements are 
constructed. Many industrial plants, including tool-and-die works and electrical 
plants supplying highly essential military goods; a $60 million guided-missile 
plant, and the high-power transmission lines from Hoover Dam to Los Angeles 
and San Diego are subject to damage from floods along San Antonio and Chino 
Creeks... The large Kaiser steel mills, only a few miles from the overflow area, 
would be seriously affected by floods. In 1 flood alone, in 1938, damages in this 
area amounted to $1,687,000. The present value of the overflow area is about 3 
times that in 1938. Average annual benefits from construction of both San 
Antonio Reservoir and San Antonio and Chino Creeks Channel are estimated at 
$1,400,000. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied to— 


Commie tie Danmar ep iin i iat eke ccm tip newts pose og een chennai $413, 900 
Continue relocations___-_~- snk cis i cdcccha co popes bipedal de ects edna scoot 449,700 

Initiate construction of part 1 (Prado Reservoir to Chino Creek) of 
Cis isin eh phew Seen silane min eM Riadsnn gains 1, 008, 900 
TE i I iin oaintthipecienpengpeiilnn egjeiciimsdttel lacie isal 82, 800 
Bepexvimnons ‘AMG CITT CEA i vrs scree cetetinnuneieme 94, 700 
INE iis ssc dcte esa cee iat ce ete alate eetaaimibaaii 2, 000, 000 


The San Antonio and Chino Creek Channel improvement should be completed 
as soon as practicable to permit proper functioning of the San Antonio Reservoir, 
now in operation, and thereby provide full flood protection to highly developed 
areas downstream from this reservoir. 





i 
H 
. 
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Non-Federal costs.—No local cooperation is required by the authorizing legis- 
lation. However, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and the San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District have indicated their willingness to 
transfer their rights to certain parcels of real estate along the channel to the 
United States at no cost. These county easements amount to about 90 acres 
of a total area to be acquired of approximately 334 acres. No value has been 
included for these 90 acres in the project cost. 

Status of local cooperation.—None required. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$12,300,000 is an increase of $1,200,000 over the latest estimate ($11,100,000) 
submitted to Congress. An increase of $229,000 is due to higher price levels on 
uncommitteed work. Receipt of bids and cost adjustments for completed work 
resulted in an increase of $269,000. The estimated cost of relocations, lands 
and damages and channels increased $590,000 as a result of further detailed 
studies. The estimate for engineering and design and supervision and admin- 
istration increased $112,000 based on costs experienced to date and to provide 
for contribuiton to the retirement fund. 


Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 





os 
Total to Current | Budget fis- } Balance to 
Feature Project cost} June 30, | fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate | 1957 | 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
(1) (2 (3 (4) (5) (6) 
i sini actlicais i | a it 
a 
' | 
Lands and damages____.__..._.__._--- Sil or76, 600 $158, 300 $104,400 | $512,900 |_........... 
Relocations__.._.....-- ee ee SS 433, 500 499, 000 449, 700 | $989, 300 
Cea, es ck indndkdeod 7, 7 1, 900 1,755,800 | 2,371,900 | 1,008, 900 2, 835, 300 
Engineering and design -_... Naat 643, 000 498, 200 105, 000 32, 800 | 7, 000 
Supervision and administration. ....___- 538, 000 120, 000 | 160, 900 | 94, 700 162, 400 
Total Teacteatedi cost (Federal funds | 
tesa ..| 12, 300,000 2, 965, 800 3, 241,200 | 2,099,000 | 3,994,000 
een ee. None | aR | 


Total project cost nat funds | pF o 











only) -- , a alice at 12,300,000 | 2,965,800 | 3,241,200 | 2,099,000 3, 994, 000 
Pending ad justments....-......------ aeestcmagnanabeten +200 | EE Laagasnne tees -|------------ 
Total costs (Federal funds only) -_-- 300, 000 2, 966, 000 | 3, 241, 000 | 2, 099, 000 3, 904. ‘000 

eS twelnnietenupaliuas 11m, 200 —25, 200 | —55, 000 | —44, 000 
Total obligations..............--- eee 3 090,200 | 3,215,800} 2,044,000] 3 3, 950, 000 


METHOD OF FINANCING 





Appropriations.........-.. es ele eee 2, 990,000 | 3,250,000 |...2..2.02..}-.2......... 
Permanent transfers since July Tee Ske eee +170, 000 |~-----= === a Liiscawesucpoe 
Unobligated carryover from prior year-_-_- saat |: ivdaienten % 800 | MUI, Riis n a heal 


Total funds available for obligation._}_........._-|- 





NIT PON oc caine betas Doaecane< ean nindtapioercssleaadumassed 2,000,000 | 3,950,000 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Mr. Cannon. General, the cost of this project has gone up $1,200,- 
000. Because it was authorized in 1938, of course no local cooperation 
is required. 

Under the current policies local interests would contribute over $3 
million. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Based on last year’s discussion, have you taken up 
this matter with the local authorities ? 
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General Casstpy. I have discussed this with Los Angeles County 
and with Orange County. They told me they were without authority, 
legal authority, to make any contributions. However, at least Los 
eos County expressed its willingness to contribute if the law were 
changed. 

Mr. Cannon. They are willing to contribute if the law is changed. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. They also made the statement that ines 
were the last of the old 1938 projects. 


SSS 


SAN LORENZO RIVER, CALIF. 


Mr. Cannon. For San Lorenzo River, Calif., you are requesting 
$2,300,000. We will insert pages 69a to 74 for the record. 


| (The pages are as follows:) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 
San Lorenzo RIver, CALtir. 
(Continuing) 
SE CRN ae Scared ac cia ciara ie nian $1, 800, 000 
Darined:: wee. sce on oe ae eatnaoibiesaebdieniinie 2, 300, 000 
CG I re CR ics cece seasininssnsnntimpennsioteteeica duis tanitaaniininiiieeents 500, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 














1959 budget Revised Increase 
estimate 

Initiate channel] construction...............-..-...----..----- $720, 000 $920, 000 $200, 000 
Initiate and complete construction of pumping plants_-.--___- 100, 000 100, 000 0 
Continue construction of levees and flood walls__.-........__- 850, 000 1, 100, 000 250, 000 
po EL, Oe SA ee 10, 000 15, 000 5, 000 
Supervision and administration... --..................-...-...- 120, 000 165, 000 45, 000 

WEE a on scditanugitnobisacnaneseenen aan 1, 800, 000 2, 300, 000 500, 000 

Revised completion schedule 
1959 budget Revised estimate 

Relocation (modification of Southern Pacific RR. bridge)-_......-. June 1968.......... June 1958. 
I int enti nininniemens wadinilioutbenaaigadineeigalaiatndiiieaeialle November 1959_...| August 1959. 
RE Ct BE Ween roccqnsinicnsdpeantsimneneaenttitindie dia, Pi insicanesod Do. 
SASS aR a RO a March 1959__.__-_-| December 1958. 
IO GS dic cticiswcdnvsinie cuba idk ainsi dtetns Teicha November 1959_...| August 1959. 


San LoRENzO River, CALIF. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—The entire project is located within the city limits of Santa Cruz, 
Calif., and will furnish local protection for the city, which is located in Santa 
Cruz County along the San Lorenzo River and Branciforte Creek, about 73 miles 
south of San Francisco. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2 to 1. 


25230—58—pt. 2——-73 
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Summarized financial data 





Estimated Federal cost.___---- 
Estimated non-Federal cost - -- 

Cash contribution_-_- 

Other costs . ‘. 
Total estimated project cost __- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1957_- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958 __ - 
Appropriations to date _- _- 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1959_-.-___ 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_ - 


, 625, 


, 888, 


Amount 


$4, 263, 


417, 
208 


307, 


, 200, 
, 507, 
, 800, 


956, 


Accumulated 


percent of 


Federal cost 


O00 
O00 
OOO 


, 000 


000 | 
000 
000 
000 | 
000 
000 


' 
| 
| _estimated 
| 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Levees: 
Average height: 8 feet. 
Length: 17,000 feet. 
Flood walls: 
Average height: 4 feet. 
Length: 250 feet. 
Relocations: Southern Pacific Railroad bridge modification. 


Channels: Improvement along San Lorenzo River below mile 2.4; channel 


provement and rectification along Branciforte Creek below mile 0.96. 
Pumping plants: 2 pumping plants with attendant interceptor sewer. 


Pumping plant capacities : 
Right bank: 700 cubic feet per second. 
Left bank: 600 cubic feet per second. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1958) 


Percent 
complete 





Relocation (modification of Southern Pacific Railroad bridge) 
Channels -_ : pitata iets aonaeeele 
Levees and flood walls_......--_- 
I I, c camiaccccsnnctad 
Bare Preece. -.......-..----- | 


im- 


Completion 


schedule 


June 1958. 


November 1959, 
D 


0. 
March 195 


9, 


November 1959, 





anieel ene ait SSS 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide a very high degree of protection against damages 
from floods on San Lorenzo River and on Branciforte Creek in the city of Santa 
Cruz. The river flows through a highly developed business, industrial, and 
residential area. Flood flows exceeding bank full stages have resulted in inun- 
dating streets, buildings, and other improvements to depths of up to 6.5 feet, 
and have caused extensive damage to these works in addition to merchandise 
stocks, household furnishings, and other such properties. Presently evaluated 
benefits reflected in the benefit-to-cost ratio include the upward revision resulting 
from the December 1955 flood, which inundated an area of 410 acres and caused 
damages in excess of $7 million within the city of Santa Cruz. All of these dam- 
ages would have been prevented had the project been constructed. It is esti- 
mated that under present conditions of development, the design flood would 
cause damages in excess of $9,700,000. Annual benefits for the project are esti- 
mated to be $523,000. 

Fiscal year 1959.—The requested amount of $1,800,000 will be applied to— 


Inttiate channel : constrmetietis so 5 nei ede $720, 000 
Initiate and complete construction of pumping plants_._._._.___._-_-----. 100, 000 
Continue construction of levees and flood walls___.___-_--------_--.--. 850, 000 
Tiipimeoring: ami: Geshe oo s8 ns iret Ae 10, 000 
SV AMRIRR: RUE CR I ics ccnp br entice eeeeatitstisrnig teeta 120, 000 

NN a cscs sirens nea ccna Nish ga tata can ecaeensneaaialinmaiipiiais 1, 800, 000 


(In addition, $270,000 of contributed funds are programed for expenditure dur- 
ing fiscal year 1959.) 

The earliest possible completion of the San Lorenzo River local protection 
project is essential in order to furnish the city of Santa Cruz protection against 
anual flood damages and disastrous floods of the magnitude of that of December 
1955. The minimum of $1,800,000 of Federal funds will be required in fiscal 
year 1959 for application to this work to provide partial flood protection in 
fiscal year 1959 in the area of greatest economic development and to permit com- 
pletion of the entire project prior to the fiscal year 1960 flood season. 

Non-Federal costs.—In accordance with the intent of Congress, local interests 
are required to contribute 8.9 percent of the project cost. On the basis of the 
present cost estimate, this contribution amounts to $417,000. In addition, local 
interests are required to furnish lands for rights-of-way ; hold and save the Fed- 
eral Government free from damages due to construction works; reconstruct 
vehicular and foot bridges; and relocate utilities, all at the presently estimated 
first cost of $2,208,000; and maintain and operate the project at an estimated 
annual cost of $29,000. 

Status of local cooperation.—The city of Santa Cruz, by letter dated April 11, 
1951, and resolutions dated June 9, 1953, March 13, 1956, and August 27, 1957, 
has guaranteed fulfillment of the requirements of local cooperation. The city 
of Santa Cruz is actively proceeding with the acquisition of lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way for which they are being reimbursed by the State of California 
under the State Water Resources Act of 1945. The tracts along the main river 
required for initiation of construction have been provided and all real estate 
and rights-of-way on both San Lorenzo River and Branciforte Creek will be 
acquired by March 1, 1958. Local interests have made an initial cash contribu- 
tion of $147,000 and have agreed to provide the balance ($270,000) by June 30, 
1958. Reconstruction of bridges will be complete by April 1, 1959. Utility reloca- 
tion is being accomplished in advance of construction in successive working areas. 

Comparison of Federal cost estimate-—The current Federal cost estimate of 
$4,263,000 is an increase of $1,523,000 over the latest estimate ($2,740,000) sub- 
mitted to Congress. The major portion ($1,139,000) of the increase is due 
primarily to redesigning the project subsequent to the disastrous flood of Decem- 
ber 1955 ; the balance $384,000 results from the bid price received on the contract. 
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Summary construction program (PB-1), fiscal years 1958 and 1959 
i , a x ; einstein 
Total to Current | Budget fis-| Balance to 
Feature |Project cost} June 30, fiscal year | cal year complete 
estimate | 1957 1958 1959 after fiscal 
year 1959 
| 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
= bn ae ” ~~ — ps a rT — -_ me 7 eg — oe oe - - 
Relocations (modification of Southern 
Pacific RR. bridge)...........-...---..-| ME hice sirwink ae SP di ktecicith lob tahdhacies 
nn Sanna cowae cl _ Sen debancusecaneienenatenaenh | $900, 000 $420, 000 
Levees and floodw: alls_ be octc abnodsudalhakis | 2,600,000 |..........-. 1, 100, 000 1, 000, 000 500, 000 
I I os. ooh is bse 3 os cde TE I cs cht as cil. e's 194,000 |.........-.- 
Engineering and design._-...........-...-- 270, 000 $169, 800 80, 000 16, 000 4, 200 
Supervision and administration __.......--| 344, 000 9, 93, 500 | 146, 000 95, 100 
Total ‘applied cost (Federal funds | 
and non-Federal contributions)....| 4, 680, 000 179, 200 1, 285, 500 2, 196, 000 1, 019, 300 
co Ee ae ae ea INO 12... wconccnce eee eee 
Total project cost. (Federal funds 
and non-Federal contributions)....| 4, 680, 000 | 179, 200 1, 285, 500 | 2, 196, 000 1, 019, 300 
Pending adjustments-_-.-.-......-..-..--.--- fisebeis Saciee a ere eer Lahcopysotik 1) <33seenens 
Total cost (Federal funds and non- : aa 
Federal contributions)_............| 4,680,000 179, 200 1, 285, 500 | 2, 196, 000 1,019, 300 
Federal funds: 
Ee on cat encess a sa oteananes does | 4,263,000 | 179, 200 1, 138, 500 | 1, 926, 000 1, 019, 300 
IIIs os se declan cnctnncens 700 2, 600 60, 000 | —63, 300 
Total obligations. ___.........--- Siac imtiad 179, 900 | 1,141,100 | 1,986,000 | 956, 000 
Non-Federal funds: Aa, Be ag 7 i deal ] 
Total costs.............- 417, 000 | 147, 000 270, 000 sf tae 
Undelivered orders. --.-- | 
Total obligations. ____- eae | be 147, 000 | 270, 000 
METHOD OF FINANCING ® : | " pease , 
| 
Federal funds: | 
Appropriations -- Sas 7, 000 1, 200, 000 | 
Unobligated carryover from prior year SRR eS, BE 127, 100 186, 000 
= a some femme —| ements 
Total funds available for obligation 1,327, 100 |_._. Er 
Appropriations required i eae oS oat 1, 800, 000 | 956, 000 
Non-Federal contributions: } } | | 
Contributions _-__._....-- |--=- alakeced- Eee DOR bs icicsicd noth ee eeiew 
Advances __....-_.- “ ae ai 
Unobligated carryover from prior year WTS SFE ~ |. Sethe caine 
Total funds available for obligation | sues Sse Lp a is city 
Contribution required ____- ; — |. 270,000 1s an-ce 





Note.—Non-Federal funds to be applied proportionately to costs of project features. 


DELAY IN 





CONSTRUCTION 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. Cannon. The justifications here state the earliest possible com- 


pletion is essential to protect the city of Santa Cruz. 
you would want to accelerate construction here. 


So naturally 


I note your com- 


pletion date has been set back from December 1958 to August 1959, 
within the last year, since the last justifications. 
What is the cause of the delay here when the need is so imminent ? 
General Casstpy. We have had considerable difficulty with this 


project, sir. 


We tried to rush the contract through and get it. started 


ee EE 
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last summer so we would have some work done before this flood 
season. There were certain design changes that had to be made which 
slowed us up; and, in addition, while the local people are working very 
hard to provide the lands and easements necessary, it was something 
new to them and they had more difficulties than they anticipated so 
that the lands were not forthcoming as fast as we had hoped. 
There is no doubt about their cooperation and we except by this 
June we will have all the lands and rights-of-way that are necessary. 
Mr. Cannon. Progress will be made as rapidly as conditions afford ? 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


INCREASE IN ESTIMATED COST 


Mr. Cannon. What is the cause of the cost increase of $1,523,000 
since last year? That is an increase of something like 60 percent. 

General Cassipy. That was as a result of the study of the 1955 
flood which you will remember was the most serious they had ever 
had in there. 

Mr. Cannon. In other words, it was the result of actual experience ? 

General Cassy. Actual experience placed against our designs. 

Mr. Cannon. Also your benefit-cost ratio dropped from 2.1 to 1 
to 2.0to1. Why the decline in your ratio? 

General Casstpy. Most of that was because the annual charges due 
to the cost increase went from $147,000 to $257,000. Benefits also in- 
creased but not sufficiently to compensate for the increase in annual 
charges. 

Mr. Cannon. What is the basis for the budget amendment, asking 
an additional one-half million dollars? 

General Casstpy. We can use that additional money to keep the pro- 
ject going as fast as the contractor can work. 

Mr. Cannon. Are there any other questions? 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


For “Operation and maintenance” we have a total request of $566,- 
800. We will insert pages 75 to 77 for the record. 
(The pages are as follows:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF THE ESTIMATE 
1. Navigation 
(a) Channels and harbors.—The budget estimate of $175,000 provides for es- 
sential maintenance work on 2 channel and harbor projects named in the list 
which follows. The work to be accomplished under this activity consists of 
maintaining the navigation channels and harbors of coastal harbors by means 
of dredging, and repairing harbor jetties; periodic inspections and surveys to de- 
termine conditions of the projects for programing purposes and providing navi- 
gation interests with adequate information on existing channel conditions ; all as 
authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. 
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2. Flood controt 


(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $303,600 for the operation and main- 
tenance of 10 flood-control reservoirs and scheduling of flood-control reservoir 
operations in the basin, provides the minimum amount necessary for operational 
requirements. The substantial increase over prior-year requirements is due to 
providing for maintenance recurring annually of a project to be placed in main- 
tenance status during the budget year. The amount requested for maintenance 
recurring annually is the necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of proj- 
ect facilities: labor, supplies, materials, and parts required for the day-by-day 
functioning of the project. Periodic requirement is indicated under remarks 
below. 

(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous items, and 
inspections ).—The budget estimate of $88,200 provides for the minimum annual 
and periodic maintenance requirement of 2 local flood-protection projects includ- 
ing the initial requirements of a project being placed in maintenance status and 
inspection of completed works during the budget year. 
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Tuourspay, Aprin 24, 1958. 
REMAINING ITEMS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


WITNESSES 


COL. S. G. REIFF, EXECUTIVE, CIVIL WORKS 

BURKE HORTON, OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION 

R. F. STELLAR, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR CIVIL 
DEFENSE 


Mr. Razavut. The committee will come to order. This afternoon we 
are going to take up “Remaining items, Corps of Engineers.” 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Under “General investigations” we will put pages 3 to 20, inclusive, 
in the record. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


1. Examinations and surveys: 
(d) Special studies: 


(6) Watershed Protection Act studies_._._.c-_.....___ $75, 000 
CT) eee Ie Ces acted ee eeiititgl oe cic ateniiea acemeaaeee 1, 000, 000 
Total, examinations and surveys_......-.-_-__ 1, 075, 000 
2. Collection and study of basic data: 
(a) Stream gaging (Geological Survey) -—-..-.----____-____- 162, 000 
(b) Precipitation studies (Weather Bureau) —--_____________ 260, 000 
(c) Fish and Wildlife studies (Fish and Wildlife Service) —— 43, 000 
CO) TarCOeeC POs WUT CG cia scree ice ctiineenernvaserane 35, 000 
Total, collection and study of basic data__...__...._-_ 500, 000 
3. Research and development: 
(a) Beach erosion development studies_____.__.__-__________ - 153,000 
Re aR ie I a a eR 109, 000 
CC) CAVES“ WOREIE SERV CNC RIC ON ee a canes 975, 000 
(d) Mississippi Basin model: 
Bb peg Re eS Oh A ee hl 590, 000 
(2) Mississippi River comprehensive study-.-------- 73, 000 
Total, research and development___.._._-.-_--.~...-.. 1, 900, 000 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(d) Special studies —(6) Watershed Protection Act studies: The amount of 
$75,000 is requested for continuing studies for fiscal year 1959 to make possible 
more effective field cooperation with the Department of Agriculture in its 
activities under the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act of 1954, as 
amended. Section 5 of Executive Order No. 10584, dated December 18, 1954, 
required that cognizance be taken of constructed and contemplated upstream 
and downstream works, with a view to developing the best overall basin pro- 
grams. As the agency responsible for the overall flood-control feature of such 
basin programs, the Corps of Engineers must provide the Department of Agri- 
culture with information on proposed undertakings and must determine the 
probable effect on such undertakings of contemplated watershed programs. 
Moreover, if found necessary to attainment of the best and least costly basic 
program, as called for by the Executive order previously referred to, the Corps 
must adjust its plans accordingly. To enable it to meet these obligations, the 
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Corps of Engineers undertakes special studies of the interrelationships in se- 
lected river basins. To the extent possible such studies are carried out in 
collaboration with the Department of Agriculture in an effort to achieve the 
coordination required by Executive Order No. 10584. 


(7) Hurricane studies: 


Sane INI, A i TE cece iaeemn $5, 950, 000 
Appropriations thru June 30, 1957....---.-..-..---.-_____- 2, 402, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1958_____-__-_______.___---_-_- 1, 200, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1959__..-___-__________ 1, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1959_____________________ 1, 348, 000 


The amount of $1 million is requested for fiscal year 1959 to continue the survey 
study of hurricane characteristics, forecasting and warning services, and 
economic measures of protection, initiated in fiscal year 1956 under the authoriza- 
tion of Public Law 71, 84th Congress. The sum of $1,200,000 was provided for 
this purpose in fiscal year 1958. The estimated cost of the study is about 
$5,950,000. 

The hurricanes of recent years, particularly those of 1938, 1944, 1954, 1955, and 
1957 have caused extensive and unprecedented damage to property and large 
loss of life along the eastern and gulf seaboards. Those of 1954 particularly re- 
sulted in tremendous damages to shore and other property estimated at over 
$300 million in New England alone and additional damages occurred southward 
to the Carolinas. The hurricanes of August and October 1955, in addition, pro- 
duced rainfalls of record proportions in many coastal river basins between North 
Carolina and New England, causing some of the greatest flood damage and dev- 
astation experienced in single flood events in the United States, when over 
200 lives were lost and direct damages alone were estimated to be in excess of 
$750 million. Serious damage along the gulf coast and loss of more than 300 lives 
were caused by the hurricane of June 1957. 

The hurricane study underway is proceeding in cooperation with the Weather 
Bureau and other Federal and State agencies. Work accomplished by the 
Weather Bureau which is needed for the hurricane study and not as part of the 
regular Weather Bureau authorized program, will be reimbursed from the corps’ 
appropriations. Any work of a similar nature required from other agencies and 
needed for the hurricane study but not for the regularly authorized work of such 
agencies, will also be reimbursed. Except for the Weather Bureau, it is not antic- 
ipated that reimbursements of this nature will be other than minor amounts. 
The cooperation between the Corps and other agencies concerned with hurricanes 
is in conjunction with the authorizing act and will form a basis for sound con- 
clusions in reaching the desired objectives. 

Funds provided in fiscal year 1958 are being used for hydrometerological and 
hydrodynamic studies of hurricanes, damage surveys, and project feasibility 
analyses and interim reports at a number of localities. The funds requested for 
fiscal year 1959 will permit the completion of several other interim reports on 
critical shore areas that have experienced excessive damage and further progress 
on studies of forecasting and engineering measures to minimize future loss of 
life and property damage. 


2. Collection and study of basic data 


(a) Stream gaging (Geological Survey).—In the planning, design, and opera- 
tion of projects for flood control, navigation, hydroelectric power development, 
and other water uses, continuous records of streamflow measurements over a 
long period of years are of prime importance. These streamflow records provide 
a measure of the water resourecs available for useful purposes, including low- 
water flows during drought periods as well as the magnitude of floods to be con- 
trolled, during the periods of observation. The records also provide a means of 
extrapolating additional information when studied in conjunction with storms 
producing the observed runoff. The value of these streamflow records is largely 
dependent upon uninterrupted station operation over a long period of years in 
which a maximum range of discharge from minimum to maximum flows may 
be observed. 

The United States Geological Survey, under its normal functions, maintains a 
primary network of stream-gaging stations that was planned to meet the gen- 
eral needs of the public insofar as available funds permitted. Inasmuch as this 
basic network was not sufficiently dense in all regions to provide suitable rec- 
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ords of streamflow for use in planning, design, and operation of specific river 
improvement projects for which the Department of the Army is responsible, 
funds have been transferred to the Geological Survey in recent years to cover 
in part the cost of installing and operating specific stream-gaging stations nec- 
essary for such purposes. ‘lo continue the operation of these stations that are 
of special importance to the Corps of Bngineers in connection with authorized 
activities, a total of $1,478,000 would be required by the Geological Survey during 
fiscal year 1959, exclusive of funds received by that agency from other cooperative 
sources. This total amount includes funds to be transferred by the Department 
of the Army to the Geological Survey, as well as funds appropriated directly to 
the Survey expressly for use in operation of stream-gaging stations required by 
the Corps of Engineers. 

Of the total of $1,478,000, it is expected that $275,000 will be included in the 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1959 submitted by the Geological Survey for 
expenditure on the stream-gaging program required by the Department of the 
Army. The amount of $162,000 is included in the Corps of Engineers budget 
estimates under collection and study of basic data for transfer to the Geological 
Survey. In addition to the above amounts, it is estimated that funds in the 
amount of $1,041,000 will also be transferred to the Geological Survey from funds 
budgeted elsewhere for authorized projects and studies. 

The amount of $162,000 included in the 1959 budget estimates is a reduction 
of —— in the stream gaging funds appropriated for this purpose in fiscal 
year hb 

(b) Precipitation studies (Weather Bureau).—Two separate activities are 
funded under this item; (1) a rain gage program and (2) a technical service 
organization in the Weather Bureau. Each of these activities are discussed 
in the following paragraphs. 

(1) The hydroclimatic network of precipitation stations operated by the 
United States Weather Bureau was established in 1940 to supplement the net- 
work of meteorological stations with additional precipitation stations, particu- 
larly of the continuous recording type, so as to provide the Corps of Engineers 
with a density of stations and type of record that would be adequate for present 
and future development of water resources. While required and fully justified 
for specific river improvement projects for which the Department of the Army 
is responsible, the program is also partially satisfying a long existent deficiency 
in recording precipitation data. These data, for which there is no substitute, 
are used by all Federal, State, and other agencies and individuals dealing with 
water resources. As with all hydrologic data, the value of the records is 
largely dependent upon uninterrupted station operation. 

(2) The hydrometeorological studies required by the Corps of Engineers are 
made by the Weather Bureau. This activity includes review of the meteoro- 
logical aspeets of the storm study program utilized by the Corps of Engineers 
in the planning, design, and operation of water-control structures. As a result 
of this review activity, the Weather Bureau has developed a new and unique 
science of estimating probable maximum precipitation. Numerous probable 
maximum precipitation estimates are required in order to provide the Corps 
of Engineers with basic meteorological data needed to insure the adequate de- 
sign of large structures whose failure would result in disastrous loss of life 
and property. 

The amount of $260,000 is needed during fiscal year 1959 for transfer to the 
Weather Bureau for the above essential programs. In addition to this amount, 
it is estimated that an amount of $350,000 will be transferred to the Weather 
Bureau from funds budgeted elsewhere for authorized projects and studies. 

The amount of $260,000 for fiscal year 1959 represents a reduction of $58,000 
in the precipitation studies funds appropriated for this purpose in fiscal year 
958. 

; (c) Fish and wildlife studies ——Funds in the amount of $43,000 are needed to 
permit detailed studies and reports on individual navigation and flood control 
projects of the Corps of Engineers throughout the United States, exclusive of the 
Missouri River Basin, which are not yet authorized for construction and which 
are not listed separately for special study in the general investigations section 
of the budget. 

By law (act of August 14, 1946 ; 60 Stat. 1080), the Fish and Wildlife Service is 
required to determine the effects on fish and wildlife resources of water-control 
projects of the Corps of Engineers and other Federal agencies and private agen- 
cies under Federal license and to recommend measures for the protection of 
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these resources. The act authorizes the transfer of funds for these investigations 
to the Fish and Wildlife Service from moneys appropriated to the Corps of En- 
gineers and other Federal construction agencies for surveying, engineering or 
construction, and provides that the costs of the investigations are to be treated as 
project costs. 

In its studies of corps projects in the preauthorization stage, the Service deter- 
mines whether the net effects will be beneficial or detrimental to fish and wild- 
life. If detrimental effects are anticipated, the Service report on the project rec- 
ommends specific measures for preventing or reducing losses to these resources. 
The corps report on the same project discusses these recommendations and indi- 
cates their acceptibility. Mutually acceptable damage-prevention measures are 
then included in the project plans and the costs of these measures are included 
as an integral part of project costs in accordance with the provisions of the act 
of August 14, 1946. 

Recommended damage-prevention measures include minimum releases from 
reservoirs to protect downstream fisheries ; minimum pools in reservoirs to main- 
tain reservoir fisheries; protective screening to prevent fish from entering tur- 
bine intakes and diversions; fish passage facilities; fish hatcheries to maintain 
runs artificially where passage is infeasible; selective reservoir clearing to 
facilitate fish and wildlife utilization; and acquisition and development of land 
areas to serve as compensatory wildlife habitat. In some instances, in addition to 
damage-prevention measures, the Service also recommends, when appropriate, 
that certain public lands and water acquired for project use and deemed suitable 
for wildlife management purposes, be made available to State or Federal con- 
servation agencies, subject to agreements mutually acceptable to the Secretaries 
of the Army and Interior and the head of the appropriate State conservation 
department. 

The funds requested herein ($43,000) will permit the Fish and Wildlife Service 
to conduct detailed studies in connection with about 24 individual projects during 
fiscal year 1959. 

(ad) International waters studies.—The United States is obligated by interna- 
tional agreement to actively participate in a number of engineering and control 
boards to study and control international streams and watersheds which mutu- 
ally affect the United States and the bordering nations. Studies of international 
water problems have expanded appreciably in recent years and adequate support 
must be given this activity if the United States is to continue to maintain its 
position in boundary water matters. Members of the Corps of Engineers are 
appointed to represent the United States on the following international boards of 
control: Niagara, St. Lawrence, Massena, Lake Superior, Lake Champlain, 
Prairie Portage, Lake of the Woods, St. Croix River, Kootenay Lake, Osoyoos 
Lake, Rainy Lake, the International Niagara Committee and the Columbia River 
Engineering Committee. 

The amount of $35,000 is needed during fiscal year 1959 in order that the Corps 
of Engineers can properly participate in these international boards. 


3. Research and development 


(a) Beach erosion development studies—The amount of $153,000 is required 
in fiscal year 1959 for the conduct of general beach erosion development studies 
as authorized and directed by existing law. The amount requested, along with 
the anticipated reimbursable project workload, will permit continuation of the 
research program of the Beach Erosion Board on a basis consistent with present 
personnel capabilities, laboratory facilities, and progress norms established 
through prior years of operation. The purpose of the studies made under this 
program are to enlarge and improve the existing understanding of shore proc- 
esses and shore protection methods, thereby leading to the design of more 
effective and more economical shore corrective measures. The studies deal with 
physical phenomena, techniques, basic principles and remedial or control meas- 
ures related to shore protection and improvement. They provide general criteria 
which may be applied to the sound and economic solution of shore erosion prob- 
lems at specific localities resulting from normal and storm waves and from 
hurricanes. Results of these studies are published and disseminated to other 
Federal, State, and local agencies and individuals having need for this informa- 
tion. The Beach Erosion Board is the only agency in the United States devoting 
significant and continuing effort to the development of more effective and 
economic methods of shore protection and improvement. 
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Erosion damage on the coasts of the United States is widespread and huge 
sums have been expended by local interests for protective measures, a large 
proportion of which have been ineffective or even detrimental. Existing techni- 
eal knowledge of shore processes is inadequate, resulting in many past instances 
in construction of ineffective and uneconomic remedies. The development and 
research program of the Beach Erosion Board is systematically bridging these 
gaps in knowledge. This $153,000 program is necessary to support the research 
activity at a level consistent with the overall scope of the needs of shore erosion 
control and to make effective use of Board testing equipment, including the 
very large wave test facility which has recently been put into operation at the 
Board’s laboratory. The findings of this program are in many cases directly 


applicable to studies dealing with the protection of coastal areas from hurricane 
wave attack. 


8. Research and development 


(b) Hydrologic studies——General: The hydrologic studies included under this 
item are essential basic activities which provide a background of information 
and experience which is subsequently drawn upon in the optimum design, con- 
struction, and operation of water control structures. These basic studies are con- 
ducted by field offices of the Corps of Engineers and are included in this item 
only because they are not clearly chargeable to authorized projects or reports. 
A discussion of each of the studies is presented below : 

(1) Storm studies: An investigation of major storms is conducted by the 
Corps of Engineers for the purpose of accumulating comprehensive data for the 
most important past and current storms. Basic precipitation data from all 
sources are compiled and analyzed to determine critical depth-area-duration re- 
lationships for the storms as they actually occurred. These data are necessary 
in the evaluation of flood producing potentialities of river basins as related to 
the proper planning, design, and operation of water control structures. 

(2) General hydrologic studies: These studies are essential to the development 
of criteria on which to base the design and operation of flood-control projects. 
The criteria derived from these studies are required in determining economic 
justifications, capacity of flood-control works, required provisions for security 
against failure of the project during extreme flood emergencies, proper design 
for optimum performance, economy of construction and proper operating pro- 
eedures after completion of construction. The studies include analysis of the 
relations between rainfall and resulting runoff, snow studies, flood forecasting, 
analysis of past floods, infiltration indices, unit hydrographs, development of flood 
hydrographs, and other studies of related hydrologic nature. 

(3) Sedimentation studies: These studies, such as the collection of suspended 
and bed load data, data on degradation, aggradation and delta formations, in- 
vestigations of sediment transportation characteristics of natural streams, and 
laboratory studies, are necessary to provide general knowledge and background 
data on which to base the planning, design, and operation of water-control struc- 
tures. One of the major efforts under this item is a cooperative interagency 
investigation of methods used in measurement and analysis of sediment loads in 
streams. This project is conducted at the St. Anthony Falls Hydraulic Lab- 
oratory and is sponsored by the Subcommittee on Sedimentation, Interagency 
Committee on Water Resources. 

(4) Corps of Engineers streamflow and rainfall data: In addition to the co- 
operative items (2a and 2b) above, the Corps of Engineers independently oper- 
ates certain stream gaging and rainfall stations that are not included in the 
programs carried on in cooperation with the Geological Survey and the Weather 
Bureau. Those noncooperative general-coverage stations, which are not assign- 
able to any specific project or report, are usually required in connection with 
some special study or purpose. Due to the special nature of the stations and 
the fact that they are operated for a limited time only, their inclusion in the 
cooperative program is impracticable. 

The amount of $109,000 is needed during fiscal year 1959 in order that the 
field offices of the Corps of Engineers may carry out the essential and basic 
activities described above. This amount is $41,000 less than appropriated for 
these studies in fiscal year 1958. 

(c) Civil-works investigation.—The amount of $975,000 is requested for fiscal 
year 1959 to continue engineering investigations designed to assist in the solu- 
tion of unsolved or incompletely solved problems associated with design, con- 
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struction, and operation and maintenance of civil works projects. The investiga- 


tions are grouped into the six broad engineering fields indicated below for which 
funds are needed in the amount shown in the following table: 


Amount required for fiscal year 1959 


Field : 

I ieresn te oe Pep oS cee lie I UL Ee ee he ee $87, 000 

neat) Sabet 43 as So lh a be 93, 000 

Spasperaen? Bei aneohanionl.. . oe i a a 42, 000 

SUNOS. $50 raid is ek ie ee td se ey SF 64, 000 

RUIN A ictitel: oe Sis on SE i eit) at Gel a] ; 

NOR ABicaie ii ce en sels dis pole eo 833, 000 
ET SC eee ne ce ia a a 875, 000 


The remaining $100,000 is needed for operation of the research center at the 
waterways experiment station ($90,000), coordination of the Civil Works In- 
vestigations program by waterways experiment station ($3,000), and for initia- 
tion of general studies of the application of high-speed electronic computers 
aoe data processing systems) to the solution of engineering problems 

In the fiscal year 1959, the funds will be applied to 72 individual investigations 
divided among the six fields of engineerng as follows: 


Number of investigations 


Field: Field—Continued 
IE eee te So 8 ee S 
Ss ee re tt 13 SI icc tn cctpterenenehenesen 34 
Electrical and mechanical__.__- 3 -——— 
Soils and geology___________- 6 PE ran Rin ee ce eechs weeny 72 


These investigations relate to engineering problems which are encountered 
over a wide segment of the area of the civil functions work performed by the 
Corps of Engineers. The solutions are widely applicable to design, construction, 
and operation of civil works projects. 

In the structural category, investigations to be conducted cover studies of 
the behavior of structures, and structural components for the purpose of checking 
design criteria, verification of structural integrity and as ameans for improving 
design methods. Investigations of behavior and durability of prestressed con- 
erete members is also included: Investigations of paints and protective coatings 
for application to hydraulic structures are also included. 

In the field of hydrology, investigations include: Studies of hydrologic data and 
methods of evaluating and utilizing hydrologic data to effect improvements in 
planning and design of flood-control reservoirs; development of and improve- 
ment of hydrologic equipment; and extension of utilization of high-speed elec- 
tronic computers to streamflow routing, daily reservoir storage operations, and 
optimum operation of a hydroelectric power system. The investigations also 
include studies of the influence of dry year flows on the operation of dual-purpose 
reservoirs, studies to develop improved freeboard criteria for use in design of 
dams and levees, and development of improved equipment for measuring, record- 
ing, and relaying to centralized locations of rainfall, streamflow, and snow-depth 


ta. 

In the field of soils mechanics and geology, the work will include investigations 
into the properties and behavior of soils in foundations and in levees and earth 
dams for the purpose of improving on design methods and criteria, improvements 
in methods and materials for grouting of foundations under concrete gravity 
dams, and the testing and evaluation of the applicability of soils mechanics lab- 
oratory equipment. 

In the electrical and mechanical field, investigations are underway on the 
mitigation of corrosion of metals by the cathodic protection methods as applied 
to hydraulic structures. Also work will be continued on development of hopper 
dredge pumps of improved design to obtain increased efficiency, and results of 
the studies of operating forces on miter lock gates prepared in a form for use by 
designers. 

In the field of concrete, work will include investigations designed to improve 
test methods and evaluation procedures for concrete and concrete materials; 
improve methods of evaluating aggregates normally considered unsuitable for 
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use and development of means by which such aggregates can be safely utilized 
when aggregates of undeniable quality are not economically available; improve 
the properties of mass concrete and reduce its cost by the use of portland cement 
replacement including natural and treated pozzolans, natural cement, slag ce- 
ment, and other suitable materials; evaluate the influence of types of portland 
cement and properties of portland cement on the quality and characteristics of 
concrete; and improve construction equipment antl procedures for production 
of concrete to effect improvements in quality and reductions in cost. 

In the field of hydraulics, work will include investigation of tidal flows, waves, 
and currents in coastal rivers and inlets; studies of salt-water intrusion into 
fresh-water areas, shoaling processes, and methods for stabilization of shores 
and beaches ; and the development of design criteria for harbors, shore structures, 
and breakwaters. Improvement of design procedures pertaining to spillways, 
conduits, intake gates, stilling basins, chutes, and penstocks will be prosecuted; 
investigations of model testing techniques, procedures, and equipment will be 
continued ; and new or special instruments for making hydraulic measurements 
will be developed, tested, and evaluated. Testing of hydraulic filling and empty- 
ing systems for high-lift locks will be continued. 

Investigations will be continued on the application of high-speed electronic 
computers (electronic data processing systems) to the solution of various en- | 
gineering problems. These investigations are in addition to and in fields of en- 
gineering other than hydrology and hydraulics in which study of specialized 
applications are already underway as previously indicated. 

These investigations are essential to continuation of progress on improvements 
in design, construction, and operation and maintenance of civil works projects. 
They constitute an engineering tool for reducing construction cost, providing 
for improved performance, and reducing the cost of operation and maintenance 
of hydraulic features of civil works projects. Appreciable saving in cost of 
civil works projects have resulted from previous investigations; and safer and 
more utilitarian structures have also resulted. While much progress has already 
been made, answers are still needed to many vexing engineering problems. 

The research center of the waterways experiment station maintains and oper- 
ates the principal technical library of the Corps of Engineers ; conducts literature 
researches for Corps of Engineers’ field installations and WES; maintains a 
technical literature translation service, and edits, publishes, and distributes 
all technical reports of the Corps of Engineers. The service is widely utilized 
and is an essential component of the investigative program of the Corps of 
Engineers. 

Cooctinnthit of CWI by waterways experiments station consists essentially of 
providing technical assistance to other fleld installations to which CWI projects 
are assigned for prosecution. 

(d) Mississippi Basin model.—The Mississippi Basin model at the Jackson 
suboffice of the Corps of Engineers Waterways Experiment Station, Vicksburg, 
Miss., was initiated in 1943 with prisoner-of-war labor on the Federal reserva- 
tion near Clinton, Miss. The completed model will be a reproduction to scale 
of the Mississippi River and its major tributaries. Figure 1 shows the extent 
of the model and the status of construction. 

(Fig. 1 in committee files.) 

The Secretary of War in 1945 established a Mississippi Basin Model Board, 
with responsibility for determining policies and programs for subsequent de- 
velopment and operation of the model. The original and primary purpose of 
the model was to develop plans for the coordinated operation of the reservoir 
system in the Mississippi Basin; this purpose has been expanded to include 
investigations for planning, design, and coordinated operation of all flood-con- 
trol works in the basin. 

Coordination of the operation of the great interrelated system of flood-con- 
trol works within the vast area of the Mississippi Basin is becoming more com- 
plex each year as the completion of individual projects expands the overall sys- 
tem. Within this area there are, existing, authorized or proposed, approximately 
200 reservoirs, several thousand miles of levees, and many other flood-control 
structures. Those completed and under construction to date represent an in- 
vestment of more than $5.4 billion. In addition, projects exceeding $3.2 bition 
have been authorized. The design and operation of this vast and intricate sys- 
tem must be closely coordinated and controlled on an overall basis if maximum 
local and basinwide benefits are to be realized. 
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Flood routing on simple streams can be accomplished satisfactorily by analyti- 
cal methods, but the problem becomes quite complicated when applied to a river 
system of the size and complexity of the Mississippi Basin. The time required 
to analyze the many probable flood combinations and to determine all of the im- 
portant effects of timing, storage, and discharge throughout the basin would be 
prohibitive if such investigations were confined solely to mathmetical procedures. 
However, the Mississippi Basin model offers a means of integrating rapidly 
and automatically the results of any probable sequences and combinations of 
floods from the Mississippi and its tributaries, and will assist in obtaining relia- 
ble answers to many problems not readily susceptible of solutions by analytical 
procedures. Because of the ease with which variables can be introduced in the 
model, once a basic setup has been made, a large number of conditions can be 
tested in a relatively short time. Effects at all points throughout the whole 
lengths of the river valleys can be easily seen as well as directly measured, 
whereas effects can be obtained only at key points by computational procedures. 
Thus, the use of the model will permit all phases of a problem to be explored 
in detail and thus produce a more extensive and authentic solution or answer. 

For example, the completed portion of the model was used to aid in flood- 
fighting activities during the great flood of April 1952 on the Missouri River. 
Its use aided materially in delineating areas to be flooded, locating critical points 
on levees, and assisting in the timings of evacuations of areas that were later 
flooded. The information thus furnished from the model was a major factor in 
preventing more than $65 million of damages. 

For these reasons, it is considered that the Mississippi Basin model is a nec- 
essary tool for the development and refinement of plans for the construction 
and coordinated operation of flood-control works on a basinwide scale. The ele- 
ment of time for completion of this project is of importance, as the major basin- 
wide benefit to be derived from the model cannot be realized until the overall 
model has been completed. 

(1) Construction of Mississippi Basin model: The amount of $590,000 is re- 
quested for fiscal year 1959 to continue construction and adjustment of the 
Mississippi Basin model at the Jackson suboffice of the waterways experiment 
station, Vicksburg, Miss. 

The total cost of construction of the model through June 1956 was $6,731,400. 
This cost was prorated to flood-control projects within the area covered by the 
overall model limits; thus, the cost of model construction through fiscal year 
1956 was assessed as an engineering expense against flood-control projects under 
construction at the time througout the basin. Funds in the amounts of $400.000 
and $810,000 were provided for continuation of construction and adjustment of 
the model during fiscal years 1957 and 1958, respectively, by direct appropria- 
tions by Congress. The expenditure of these funds will bring the total cost of 
construction of the model, including model adjustment during fiscal years 1957 
and 1958, to $7,941,400 through June 1958. 

The estimated cost of completing the model in an optimum period of 4 years 
in accordance with an orderly, systematic work program is $7,458,600. Thus, 
the total cost will be about $15,400,000. 

(2) Mississippi River comprehensive study: The amount of $73.000 is re- 
quested for fiscal year 1959 to begin the initial phase of a Mississippi River 
comprehensive study on the completed portion of the Mississippi Basin model. 

The fiscal year 1958 construction program will extend the completed portion 
of the model to well below Memphis, Tenn., on the Mississippi River, thus pro- 
viding an operable unit that will include the Missouri River from Sioux City, 
Iowa, to its mouth: the Mississippi River from Hannibal, Mo., to below Memphis, 
Tenn. ; the Ohio River from Louisville, Ky.. to its mouth; and the lower portions 
of the Wabash, Cumberland, and Tennessee Rivers. 

With this much of the model available, an initial start on the overall objec- 
tives of the model should be made in fiscal year 1959. The primary objectives 
of this initial basinwide testing nrogram are to assist in improving the operation 
of the reservoir system in the Mississippi River Basin, in determining the bene- 
fits that can be expected from optinium operation of the reservoir system, and 
in developing the project flood for the lower Mississippi River. 
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Hurricane Srupies 


Mr. Rasavur. Last year we were told the hurricane studies would 
be completed for $643,000 after this year. Now an additional $1 mil- 
lion is requested for 1959 and another $1,348,000 will be needed to 
complete after 1959. Why is this large increase in total cost necessary ? 

Colonel Retrr. Mr. Chairman, you will remember, I am sure, that 
we launched into this Public Law 71 investigation as a new venture 
and the program we had for this hurricane study involved, first, mak- 
ing some investigations, then, if those indicated that a preliminary 
examination was desirable or necessary, to go into the preliminary 
examination, and if that showed that a feasible project could be 
worked out, we would make a survey report on it. 

Actually we have found that the possibilities of damage and the 
probabilities of finding some answers to it were a lot greater than we 
expected a year ago. Consequently, our estimate for complying with 
the law was increased from $4.1 million, our estimate last year, to 
$5.95 million this year. 

A large part of this increase is due to the survey on Narragansett 
Bay, where we have turned in an interim report on the upper bay pro- 
tection. We are now confident that a lower bay structure is desirable, 
and we just did not have enough money in the previous estimate to 
make the kind of investigation of a structure in deep water, with tidal 
currents to meet the unique requirements for hurricane damage protec- 
tion in Narragansett Bay. 


RESULTS ACHIEVED IN HURRICANE STUDIES 


Mr. Rasavut. What results can you tell us about based on the 
$3,600,000 which has been available to date? 

Colonel Retrr. Well, we have completed 2 interim studies, the 1 at 
Narragansett Bay and the 1 at New Bedford-Fairhaven. We have 
also completed preliminary examinations on three other areas, New 
Bern, N. C., the outerbanks from Cape Hatteras to the Virginia line 
‘and Biscayne Bay in Florida. Two of these we find favorable and 
have assigned survey reports on. We also have underway preliminary 
investigations in 31 areas and surveys on 48 areas. 

Mr. Ranaut. You said last year you had 14 other reports scheduled 
for completion during the calendar year last year. Did you complete 
them ? 

Colonel Retrr. No, sir, we did not complete all of them. We com- 
pleted these 3 that I mentioned plus —— substantial progress on 
the balance of those 14 and starting these other ones that I just men- 
tioned, preliminary investigations in 31 areas and surveys on 48 areas. 

Mr. Rasavut. You anticipated doing 14 and you really completed 4? 

Colonel Rerrr. Five all together, to date. 

Mr. Ranaut. What sort of funds have you carried over? 

Colonel Rerrr. In this program we expect that we will have about 
a $75,000 unobligated balance at the end of the fiscal year. 
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WORK OF WEATHER BUREAU 


Mr. Rasavut. How does work undertaken with these transfer funds 
by the Weather Bureau differ from their regular authorized program ? 

Colonel Rerrr. The Weather Bureau is doing two principal things 
for us under this program. They are making basic studies of the na- 
tural and contributory causes of hurricanes, and they are developing 
meteorological data that will be required for the planning of corrective 
measures. Actually, they have set this up under seven programs. 
These are either in excess to their normal work or specifically for our 
hurricane studies. 


Mr. Rapavut. You have a total request for 1959 of $1 million. How 
will that be expended ? 

Colonel] Retrr. We expect to complete in the balance of 1958 and 
1959, 17 of these 31 preliminary examinations that we have underway. 

Incidentally, sir, some of the 14 that we told you last year we ex- 
pected to do in 1958 we still think we will get done before this fiscal 


year is over. We have only three done as of now, but we still have a 
few months to go. 


Mr. Ranaut. That changes it. 
Colonel Rerrr. We also expect we will complete about 19 of the sur- 
vey areas during the balance of this year and fiscal 1959. 


Srream GaAGING 


Mr. Razavtr. What is the total of all funds transferred to the Geo- 

logical Survey by the Corps of Engineers for stream gaging ? 

olone] Retrr. In our stream-gaging program, sir, we transfer funds 
to the USGS under really three different categories. One is for the 
general coverage areas that the USGS maintain to a certain extent but 
not to the extent we feel are necessary for either our construction or 
operations. This is a cooperative venture in which we put in some 
money and the USGS puts in some money. For 1958 that general 
coverage program is estimated to cost $437,000, of which we will put 
up $162,000 and the USGS will put up $275,000. 

Then in addition to that we ask the USGS to do this stream gaging 
in many places that are not in their general coverage but are specif- 
ically for our project. These funds come from our project funds. It 
is estimated that during 1958 we will transfer to them $1,203,000 from 
our project funds. 

So there are really two items that we are transferring funds to 
USGS for. 


Bracu Erosion Devetorpment Srupries 


Mr. Razavut. What progress can you report under “Beach erosion 
development studies,” for which $153,000 is requested in 1959? 

Colonel Rerrr. Well, you will remember that the Beach Erosion 
Board is the only agency of its kind in the United States, and so far 
as I know in the world, that is devoting its full time to the research 
effort for improving our understanding of shore restoration and pro- 
tection and stabilization. 


The principal studies that the Beach Erosion Board are making 
might come under four general categories: 
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Oy A study of the effect of groin lengths, heights, and spacing. 
(2) Followup studies to determine the adequacy of shore protection 
works that have been constructed. We must find out whether what we 
built in past years is doing what we expected it to. 
(3) They are also studying improvements in wave forecasting meth- 
ods. This is to better and more economically design areas that are 
eligible for improvement. 
And (4) studies of methods to bring about restoration where dunes 
have been destroyed by wave action. 


RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. Razavut. You request $875,000 to continue research and develop- 
ment. What has been accomplished with the $1,197,000 that was 
available for this year ? 

Colonel Retrr. During 1958 we conducted the studies under the six 
principal headings that I described last year: Structural, hydrology, 
electrical and mechanical, soils and geology, concrete, and hydraulics. 

We feel that we have accomplished a number of things in this area. 
Many of the studies go on from one year to the other. 


CONCRETE INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Rapavur. Suppose you give us an example. What has been ex- 
pended to date for investigations of concrete? 

Colonel Rerrr. In the concrete field, last year, of the little over $1 
million that was available, we used about $304,000 on the concrete in- 
vestigation, and this has been about the rate of our concrete investiga- 
tion over the last 3 or 4 years. 

One thing that I think is significant, during the last year we have 
firmed up and convinced ourselves of the proper specifications for and 
utilization of fly ash as a substitute for cement in mass concrete. 

This fly ash costs from one-third to one-half the cost of cement. 
We can use about 30 percent of it in mass concrete and get fully satis- 
factory concrete. Asa matter of fact, on one job, a dam job, we expect 
to have $500,000 by the use of fly ash instead of cement. 

Mr. Rasavut. That is very good to have a report like that. I remem- 
ber your telling us something about that last year or a year or two 
ago. 

Colonel Rerrr. We have been working on it for a year or two; 

es, sir. 
. Mr. Ranavt. Just what type of studies of concrete are underway 
with the $463,000 available this year? Is there anything further than 
what you have stated already ? 

Colonel Retrr. Actually, under the general subject of concrete we 
have 13 different studies that are going on in various parts, all the 
way from improving the specifications to various problems in the 
mix. An interesting study that we are just beginning to make progress 
on is one where we are trying to develop valid and dependable means 
of reducing the mixing time for concrete. Actually if we can get 
the same kind of concrete and save one-third of the time in mixing 
we will end up with a considerable saving in the cost of mixing 
concrete. 


25230—58—pt. 2——-75 
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You might be interested in this little problem here we are working 
on (producing exhibit). This is not quite a concrete problem, although 
concrete is involved. This is a problem on the stabilization of break- 
waters. In many places where it is essential to build a breakwater, 
rock of the proper size is not available or is only available at great 
expense, hauling it from great distances. Consequently, we have 
been trying to work on a concrete shape that we could make reason- 
ably cheap that would do the job as well or better than rock. 

Mr. Rasavut. And you could make it right there ? 

Colonel Retrr. Yes. This [indicating] is a patented item. A 
French company has an American patent on it. If we use this one— 
and it is a good one—we would have to pay $3 a yard royalty on it. 
So at the experiment station we have been trying to develop one that 
would not infringe on the patent and that would do the same job. 
This is something we have come up with. 

Mr. Rasavut. What is it made of? 

Colonel Retrr. Concrete. That can be made in 20-ton weights or 
30-ton weights and used in lieu of rock. 





MISSISSIPPI BASIN MODEL 


Mr. Ranaut. What is the status of construction of the Mississippi 
Basin model which will cost $15,400,000 ? 

Colonel Rerrr. As you know, sir, this project has been going on for 
a number of years. Through June of this year the project will be 
dollarwise about 58 percent done. This is about 6 percent accomplish- 
ment during fiscal 1958. 

Mr. Razaut. How is the money holding out ? 

Colonel Remrr. We expect to spend all the money we got for it 
last year. As you know, our progress on this has been dependent on 
the amount of money available. We have 48 percent of it yet to build, 
dollarwise. At the present rate of appropriations the completion of 
the 48 percent will take a number of years. This year if the funds 
that are requested are appropriated, we expect to complete the model 
down below the mouth of the White River Basin, which will permit 
us to operate it that far. 

Mr. Razavt. To complete it I understand you will need $7,458,000 ? 

Colonel Retrr. That is correct. 

Mr. Raravt. Is there any satisfactory way that the model can be 
completed at less cost ? 

Colonel Retrr. We know of no way, sir, that we can complete the 
model to do the job we have planned to do for these many years at 
less than the present estimated $15,400,000. As you pointed out, this 
leaves $7,458,600 still to be appropriated after this year in order to 
complete it. 

Mr. Anpersen. I had the pleasure of seeing that model which we 
have just been discussing on the Mississippi River and I think, Mr. 
Chairman, it is very worthwhile work. I can see wonderful possi- 
bilities in the future as to benefits to be gained from it. I hope, Colonel, 
you are not forgetting entirely about the upper Mississippi in that par- 
ticular model. It seems that the work stops at Hannibal, Mo. Do 
you have any intent of taking it up at least to the Twin Cities area ? 
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Colonel Rerrr. No, sir. At the moment it is not planned that this 
model will be built to include any more of the upper Mississippi than 
has been built up there. The principal object of the model was to 
build it up far enough so that we could introduce into the system 
the major contributing factors to Mississippi River floods. Since this 
time we have found means of calculating flood effects with electronic 
data-processing oe which is adequate on less than major 


streams that can applied to the upper Mississippi cheaper than 
adding it in the project. 


DELAWARE BASIN MODEL 


Mr. Rapnavt. You are starting another model, the Delaware Basin 
model ? 

Colonel Retrr. Yes, additional model studies, utilizing a model 
previously constructed, are underway on the Delaware River. 

Mr. Razavut. What can be gained rom putting a model to a 50-foot 
depth in the Delaware River? What do you learn from that? 

Colonel Retrr. Sir, this is not the first harbor or channel model that 
we have built. We have built a number of them before. Each of 
them, of course, has a little different problem. There are many things 
that can be learned from models. In the Delaware, like in many other 
places, the model studies will disclose the most efficient channel as far 
as flow is concerned and means for keeping the maintenance down; it 
will also be of great value in a study of how much salt water is going to 
come up the bay under different construction conditions. The shore 
structures that need to be built and the maintenance that will be re- 
quired under different designs are two principal elements in the con- 
struction of a model. 

Mr. Ranaut. What funds are financing this study ? 

Colonel Rerrr. Sir, I am afraid I will have to supply that for the 
record. I think it probably will be the Delaware River comprehen- 
sive survey funds, but I would prefer to furnish that for the record. 

Mr. Rapavut. Are those private funds? 

Colonel Retrr. No, appropriated funds. 

Mr. Ranaut. When will they have the necessity for a 50-foot depth 
channel there? If they are not going to build a 50-foot depth chan- 
nel the work will probably be in vain. 

Colonel Rerrr. Iam sorry, sir. Iam not familiar enough with the 
Delaware study to give you an answer to your question. 

Mr. Rasavt. Put something in the record about it, because it is 
something on which money is to be spent. 

Colonel Retrr. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 


Construction of a model of the estuarine portion of Delaware Bay and River 
from the Capes to Trenton, N. J., including tidal portions of major tributaries, 
was initiated at the Waterways Experiment Station in September 1948 and 
completed in February 1949. A 3-mile reach of the Chesapeake and Delaware 
Canal, beginning at its junction with the Delaware River, also is reproduced. 
Portions of the model have been reconstructed to incorporate the results of 
hydrographic surveys made in 1954. The model was intended to provide quan- 
titative data on the effects of improvements designed to reduce shoaling, pro- 
posed changes in channel dimensions, and other modifications of the Delaware 
estuary. In addition, it may be used in quantitative study of salinity intrusion 
and distribution as affected by fresh-water discharge and other factors. 
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Studies utilizing the Delaware River model to determine the effect of a pos- 
sible deeper navigation channel on the salinity regimen of the estuary and 
to determine probable shoaling rates as a basis for estimating maintenance 
dredging costs are contemplated in connection with an authorized review in- 
vestigation of Delaware River navigation from Philadelphia to the sea. Local 
interests have requested consideration of channel depths as great as 50 feet 
but the feasibility of such an improvement remains to be determined. The 
portion of these model studies pertaining to salinity will be undertaken with 
funds provided for the Delaware River comprehensive survey so that the effects 
of possible future navigation improvements on salinity will be available for con- 
sideration in connection with development of a comprehensive water resources 


development program for the basin. 
Mr. Anversen. Might I ask at this point as to whether there is any 


serious intention on the part of the Engineers to support a request 
for a 50-foot channel ? 


Mr. Rasavt. He can put that in the record. 
The action of the river might be entirely different at a different 
depth. That is what they are building a model for, to find out. 


ConstTRUCTION, GENERAL 


Mr. Rasavt. We will now take up “Construction, general,” and we 
will put pages 21a through 23 in the record. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, Fiscan YEAR 1959 


5. Flood-control projects 
(a) Local protection.— 


(2) Projects not requiring specific legislation : 


| ia sisi cbt ctci tp akh b Scotian bckiiddsieiemeeed $1, 000, 000 

a NN ctr cenit ned dvs dads ase eal he ede 3, , 000 

Increase in Dutget estimate..ninnnnnéinensnmesicismomsage 2, 000, 000 
(3) Emergency bank protection: 

Ry nN ER 8 A ee 100, 000 

UO IND chk Sac hice el 200, 000 

Increase in budget estimate.........................-... 100, 000 
(4) Snagging and clearing: 

BaP cect stat serves aj nicecdancipdegven tvtdooenonnies tmcigaiesawiemctapestion 400, 000 

enti GUtIINNUe ee a onne 600, 000 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


5. Flood-control projects 

(a) Local protection.— 

(2) Projects not requiring specific legislation: Section 205 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1948, as amended by section 212 of the Flood Control Act of 
1950, and as further amended by Public Law 685 of the 84th Congress, 2d 
session, provides for the allotment of not more than $10 million annually for 
construction of small flood-control projects at locations where such construction 
has not been specifically authorized by Congress, and where the Federal allo- 
eation will not exceed $400,000 at any single locality from the appropriations 
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for any one fiscal year. The projects are to be selected and approved for con- 
struction by the Chief of Engineers upon determination of their feasibility and 
economic justification, and are to be complete within themselves. Projects 
constructed under this authority are subject to the normal requirements of local 
cooperation as prescribed by section 3 of the Flood Control Act of 1936, as 
amended, for regularly authorized projects. 

Funds in the amount of $1 million are requested in fiscal year 1959 for the 
construction of feasible and economically justified small flood-control projects 
at locations throughout the Nation, where the need for protection from floods is 
so urgent that the delay involved in submitting formal survey reports to Congress 
would jeopardize the public welfare and economic stability of the area to be 
protected, and in some cases the flood hazard to the health and lives of the 
residents of the area would be unnecessarily prolonged. 

At the present time there are over 50 studies under way on projects that fall 
within this category. This flood-control legislation is increasingly well known 
and understood by local interests and, as a result, requests for remedial work 
under this authority are greatly exceeding in total estimated costs the annual 
appropriations for work under this legislation. 

(3) Emergency bank protection: Section 14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946 
provides for an allotment not to exceed $1 million annually for the construction 
of emergency bank-protection works to prevent flood damage to highways, bridge 
approaches, and public works, when, in the opinion of the Chief of Engineers, 
such work is advisable. The work under this authority is limited to a cost of 
not more than $50,000 at any single locality in any 1 fiscal year. 

Funds in the amount of $100,000 are requested in the fiscal year 1959 to 
continue the program of emergency bank-protection construction at selected 
locations throughout the Nation where the threat of flood damages to high- 
ways, bridge approaches, and public works is serious. 

It is considered that the amount requested is the minimum necessary to 
allow work to be performed in fiscal year 1959 at critical locations. This work 
will prevent flood damage to bridges and highway facilities representing large 
investments of Federal, State, or local funds, and will permit the maintenance 
of adequate transportation facilities serving the needs of commerce and agri- 
cultural production. In other cases, the work performed will protect essential 
public works, such as municipal water-supply systems and sewage-disposal 
plants. 

(4) Snagging and clearing: Section 2 of the Flood Control Act of 1937, as 
amended by section 208 of the Flood Control Act of 1954, provides for an 
allotment not to exceed $2 million annually for removing accumulated snags 
and other debris, and clearing and straightening of the channels in navigable 
streams and tributaries thereof, in the interest of flood control, provided 
further that not more than $100,000 shall be expended for this purpose for 
any single tributary from the appropriations for anv 1 fiscal year. 

Funds in the amount of $400,000 are requested in the fiscal year 1959 to con- 
tinue the program of snagging and channel clearing in streams throughout 
the United States, where such work is necessary in the interest of flood con- 
trol and where the need is most urgent. The work performed will provide 
flood : damage relief for areas where accumulated snags and debris and meander- 
ing stream channels cause overbank flows even during minor storms. Work of 
this scope is accomplished in a short period of time, and provides immediate 
returns on the Federal investment through prompt reduction in flood damages. 


PROJECTS NOT REQUIRING SPECIFIC LEGISLATION 


Mr. Raravt. $3 million is requested for small flood-control projects 
costing $400,000 or less and which do not require specific authoriza- 
tion. How much is available this year for these small projects, and 
what is the unobligated balance? 
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Colonel Rerrr. We had $3,652,100 available under this item in 1958. 
Last year’s appropriation was $3.5 million, and there was an unallo- 
cated carryover of $152,100. Our present unobligated balance is 
$4,720,000, which includes funds already allocated to specific projects 
and scheduled for obligation in the near future. 

Mr. Razavr. What do you estimate it will be at the end of 1958? 

Colonel Retrr. It is now estimated that we will have about $3.5 
million of this unobligated at the end of the year. However, we do 
not expect to have any unallocated balance. We expect to have proj- 
ects approved that will require the full funds that are available. 

Mr. Rasavt. You are carrying a balance greater than the amount 
requested. Do you feel you need this money? 

Colonel Retrr. Yes, sir. We have a backlog of projects that are 
being studied or are in various stages of study development, which 
amount to about $12 million under this item. 

Mr. Rasavut. What was the basis for the budget amendment of 
$2 million over the original budget of $1 million ? 

Colonel Retrr. We have thought that about a $3 million level in 
this item was reasonable. You appropriated $3.5 million last year 
for it. Under the budget limitations, we were not able to ask for $3 
million under the initial conditions. We added $2 million here to 
bring it up to about the same level, knowing that we had the potential 
of all these projects under study. 

Mr. Razavt. Will you provide for the record a list of the projects 
planned for this year and for 1959? 

Colonel Rerrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Sunply that for the record. 

Colonel Rerrr. Yes, sir. 

(The information follows :) 


SMALL FLoop-ContTROL PROJECTS 


(Public Law 685, 84th Cong. 2d sess., adopted July 11, 1956) 


Public Law 685 is the authority under which the Chief of Engineers can con- 
struct small local protection projects that have not been specifically authorized 
by the Congress, provided the projects are complete within themselves and are 
economically justified, and provided, further, that each project is limited to a 
Federal cost of not more than $400,000 and the concerned local interests fur- 
nish the assurances of local cooperation required under section 3 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1936. 

The sum of $3,500,000 was appropriated in fiscal year 1958 for work on small, 
not specifically authorized, flood-control projects. As of April 10, 1958. a total 
cf 7 projects have been approved, and funds in the amount of $1,914,600 have 
been allotted for construction and planning. All of the above projects are either 
presently under construction or are scheduled to be under construction by July 
1, 1958. Table A lists the projects that have been approved to date, with 
fiscal year 1958 funds. 

Project design memorandums have been submitted on four problem areas. 
These memorandums are under review in the Office of the Chief of Engineers 
at the present time. When these reviews have been completed, provided the pro- 
posed projects are found to be economically justified and feasible from an en- 
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gineering standpoint, the projects will be approved for construction. The total 
estimated Federal cost of the four projects is $685,000. The four project loca- 
tions are listed in table B. 

At the present time, there are over 50 problem areas on which project design 
memorandum reports are being prepared. Those areas where design memo- 
randum reports are expected in the near future are listed in table C. The esti- 
mated Federal cost of this proposed work amounts to about $1,695,000. Other 
problem areas on which project design memorandum reports are being prepared 
are listed in table D. Their estimated Federal cost is about $9,679,000. In addi- 
tion, there are over 30 problem areas under initial investigation to determine 
whether project design memorandums should be prepared. 


Status of small flood-control projects, Public Law 685, 84th Cong. (as of Apr. 
10, 1958) —Funds, fiscal year 1958 


FISCRs Poar TOES APPCOMGI ATO aici ccccsitil mecsincins Swit gies lai iinet $3, 500, 000 
GCartgover from Tecal YeRr 1901 ...nncdiccsx sins econethwseciadewusas 152, 100 
Total available for allocation, fiscal year 1958_..._..______-___ 8, 652, 100 
Budgot. request, fiscal your 1000 soi5n ce ek ct ee ihn 3, 000, 000 
TaBLeE A.—Allocations, fiscal year 1958 

Projection and location: Amount 
4, Buitalo Creek, Berantoms Ns Desc joticnctih sedsliidsininiaien $87, 600 

Ba i ROBLONNOUEE, TES vicieiiccncini cnn nphenichat Setbintsickeh cme ical 356, 
Dac, WE EO: eC, Ve Ee niin cccnsnie csc Sinnletdbantianela ates 400, 000 
4, Baimon Creel, OaRridee, Orit ciinis ik cele ccepheke eta 360, 000 
5. North Fork, Forked Deer River, Dyersburg, Tenn_....----~- 205, 000 
G, Jackson OOumey, Fit. nnictsienGisntnshbns sa aie 106, 000 
7. Black River and Jewell Brook, Ludlow, Vt__--------------~-- 400, 000 
TI cis aiiss sss nrsnnseecnenehcenininctiatane pantie te cteits. acre ee. aden 1, 914, 600 
TasBLe B.—Design memorandum reports under OCE review (as of April 10, 1958) 
Project and location: Amount 
tT. Cherry’ Vateiy Tarte Ferbane | Ce eens eerste ctieiemeepricta $80, 000 
2... Cocklsean: iver, TWarminwends, IN. Bio ceccsm eine tte ceeeinen 45, 000 
3. Naugatuck River, Waterbury and Watertown, Conn___________- 160, 000 
SLOT Ces CORE US EAUE, iN rien onmtenmehimnncetiaestees 400, 000 
OIE ar am pact enter cs ne oceania ig DD ated ica eae 685, 000 


TasBLeE C.—Problem areas under study on which design memorandum reports are 
expected in OCE in near future 


Estimated Federal 
Project and location : cost 

1. Zintel Canyon, Kennewick, Wash_.—.~.-----_-~--_--.-.---.-_ $400, 000 
SC Cree DOS Fant Be. Chri att eccdmcemens cdi cncingie 275, 000 
SS.’ Mineiasivet- River; Gutienvere: ewe. 5. 340, 000 
4. Sand and City Creeks, San Bernadino, Calif.._...._.....-.-- 400, 000 
5. Yakima River, West Richland, Wash______-_________________ 130, 000 
6. French River, Rockdale, Leicester, and Oxford, Mass______-__ 150, 000 


———— 
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TaBLE D.—Problem areas under study and on which project design memorandum 
reports are being prepared 


Project and location : ico mae aS 
1. Box Elder Creek, Plentywood, Mont .-.........__-._______ $350, 000 
2. Neversink River, Goddeffroy, N. Y..-......-.._.__________ i 
8. Missisquoi River, Richford, Vt_...._.......________________ 115, 000 
4. North Nashua River, Fitchburg, Mass_._...--______________ 375, 000 
5. Androscoggin River, Gorham, N. H_--..--..._.____________ 150, 000 
6. East Branch, Neponset River, Canton, Mass_._._._________ 400, 000 
7. Williamantic River, Stafford Springs, Conn__....._.________ 150, 000 
8. Farmington River, Riverton, Conn_...._..__________________ 250, 000 
9. Four Mile Creek, El Reno, Okia_.......-....--_____________ 250, 000 

10. Robinson Run and N. Branch Creek, Oakdale, Pa_....._____ 210, 000 
11. Big Wood River, Blaine County, Idaho_____________________ 200, 000 
12. Dump Creek, Salmon River, North Fork, Idaho____________ 150, 000 
18. Naugatuck River, Beacon Falls, Conn_____________________- 100, 000 
PW AR A A 6 ea 300, 000 
a ant eeen, ~rerrentum, Pao ee 90, 000 
16. Calispell Creek, Pend Oreille River, Wash__________________ 400, 000 
17. Steel Brook, Waterbury and Watertown, Conn______________ , 000 
18. West Branch, Westfield River, Huntington, Mass_._...._______ 200, 000 
19. Rheem Creek, Contra Costa County, Calif..........._...___ 350, 000 
20. No. Branch Potomac River, Kitzmiller, Md_......_._________ 265, 000 
21. No. Branch Potomac River, Keyser, W. Va_.--.-_--____-___ 880, 000 
22. Quequechan River, Fall River, Mass_........_.._-__--_____ 300, 000 
me ocump- Orcck, Gykeeville, Pa. =. =... 130, 000 
24. Little Wood River, Shoshone, Idaho_______-_________-_________ 80, 000 
a ae eee , PEO, MONG ee 300, 000 
26. Quinnipiac River, Southington, Conn_____.________________ 100, 000 
27. Western Branch Patuxent River, Upper Marlboro, Md__---__ 875, 000 
ern, ORO” RUSTE WU, WN cece erenerenen 95, 000 
29. Byram River, vic. Pemberwick, Conn__...._--.._-_____--~- 360, 000 
30. Trempealeau River, Arcadia, Wis_......................_.. 300, 000 
31. Beech Creek, Mount Vernon, Oreg__....._---_-_-_____--_- 70, 000 
32. Molalla River, Cropper Location near Canby, Oreg___.--___~_~ 150, 000 
Ame OR A ER a 290, 000 
34. Chicopee and Quaboag River at Three Rivers, Mass________ NA 
35. Arrayo Corte Madera del Presidio Creek, Mill Valley, Calif_. 400,000 
aa. Coloradae River, Matagorda, Tex o. 0 ncn cnn sene 393, 000 
$7. Naches River, vic: Naches, Wash. -—..................... 30, 000 
Sri eres vee vc eum §,« Permanent 215, 000 
i: ee een Peres; Marae Wb oe NA 
40. Muzzey Meadow Brook, Spencer, Mass____---------_-------- NA 
41. Gregory Drainage District, Clark and Lewis County, Mo___-_-- 400, 000 
42. Dials. Creek, Monroe County, Ark............................ 76, 000 
na: pomwannun Greek, Batavia, N. Yossi cc oc etme 120, 000 
44. Oz0n Ran; Forest Heights, Md.n..2. nie ee enenene 200, 000 

A Kea hn, 5s sien caeaienansictaaeeacalnet ap alasieeadvabenaetends 9, 679, 000 


Notr.—In addition to the above there are some 30 problem areas currently under initial 
field investigation. ‘The total estimated cost of the flood-control works that may be neces- 
sary at these locations is not known at this time. 


EMERGENCY BANK PROTECTION AND SNAGGING AND CLEARING 


Mr. Razavt. Briefly summarize the status of the programs for 
emergency bank protection and snagging and clearing, for which 
$200,000 and $600,000, respectively, are requested. 

Colonel Rerrr. Our emergency bank protection program is, of 
course, the authority under section 14 of the 1946 Flood Control Act, 
which permits the Chief of Engineers to use not more than $50,000 on 
an emergency bank protection job in any single locality in any 1 year. 

Mr. Rasavt. What is that amount? 
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Colonel Retrrr. $50,000. These projects are difficult to anticipate in 
advance. Our experience has been that normally after we have wet 
years and floods we have a lot of requirements for it. During drought 
years we do not have as many requirements. With the floods we had 
in the Southwest and in California last year, and those we have had 
in California this year and in New England, we think we probably 
will have a requirement for a good deal of this during the next 12 or 
15 months as far as bank protection is concerned. 

Mr. Rasavt. Any questions on construction ? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Just one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Colonel, these funds give you the opportunity to jump in and take 
care of a comparatively small yet urgent project without waiting for 
that project to clear PGaatenn and thus perhaps save considerable 
property damage in the future? 

Colonel Retrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anversen. And what is your limit? You can go as high as 
$400,000 can you not? 

Colonel Retrr. We have been discussing two authorities. Under 
section 14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946 we can only go to $50,000 
at any single locality in any 1 fiscal year for emergency bank protec- 
tion. 

Under the snagging and clearing authority, section 2 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1937, we can go up to $100,000 for any single tributary. 

Mr. Anversen. I was referring to flood suet projects not re- 
quiring specific legislation, on page 22. 

Colonel Retrr. On Public on 685 projects $400,000 is the limit, 
yes. 

Mr. Anpersen. Have you had considerable demands for projects of 
that nature from different communities in the United States? 

Colonel Retrr. Yes, sir. As I indicated before; we now have in 
some stage of study or approval about $12 million of these. 

Mr. AnpersENn. In other words, the fact you have money unobligated 
does not indicate there is no need for the projects? 

Colonel Retrr. No. We expect to have all of it allocated to ap- 
proved jobs this year. It will not be obligated in that the contracts 
will not be under way—there are certain requirements of local in- 
terests that have to be accomplished and rights-of-way procured, so 
sometimes it is rather slow getting the money-spent. 

Mr. Anpersen. I think you did state that a great bulk of this money 
had been allocated though not obligated ? 

Colonel Rerrr. That is right. 

Mr. Anversen. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Razavt. Colonel, do you ever use any of these funds for a 
project unrelated to this purpose ? 

Colonel Reirr. Certainly not purposely. 

Mr. Rasavur. Do you transfer these funds? 

Colonel Reirr. Transfer within—— 

Mr. Razavr. Not within this same type of work but for some other 
project unrelated to this work. For instance, to extend an unrelated 
project, to extend it or to finish it up with these funds. 

olonel Rerrr. No, sir, the Chief of Engineers has guarded the re- 
quirements of these funds and the special-items closely. Because of the 
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fact that he does have the determination in his own hands as to when 
they should be spent, we are careful that they are spent in accordance 
with the laws that give him this authority. 

Mr. Rasavt. For the purpose and not transferred. 

Colonel Retrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavur. We know there is flexibility in the law but we are just 
asking. 

Suppose, for instance, you had a condition arise that would require 
more than the ceiling to which my colleague has referred and we will 
say it was a river project. You would use the ceiling of $400,000. 
You take this section and use $400,000, the next one for $400,000, and 
the next section $400,000. Is anything like that being done? 

Colonel Retrr. I can assure you that is not being done. 

Mr. Anpersen. Look on page 22. It says definitely “and where 
the Federal allocation will not exceed $400,000 at any single locality 
from the appropriations of any one fiscal year.” Would that mean 
that same locality could also use $400,000 the next year out of similar 
funds? Otherwise the justifications are a little misleading. 

Colonel Retrr. $400,000 is the limit on a certain project. The way 
you read it, is the way the law reads. 

Mr. Anpersen. The way I read it under the justifications is the law? 

Colonel Rerrr. Yes, sir. However, we have interpreted it to mean 
you intended that single complete projects should be built for $400,000. 

Mr. Anversen. I think that is the correct interpretation. 

Colonel Rerrr. That is the way we are administering it. 

Mr. Razavt. In other words, if it goes greater than that it should 
not fall in this category ? 

Colonel Retrr. Yes, sir. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—EMERGENCY OPERATION 


Mr. Rapavut. We are going to take up “Operation and mainte- 
nance”; $4,710,000 is requested for emergency operations. Pages 25 
to 30 will be inserted in the record. 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


6. Emergency operations 


(a) Removing sunken vessels and other obstructions to navigation (secs. 19 
and 20, River and Harbor Act, March $3, 1899).—During the fiscal years 1956 
and 1957 there was obligated for the removal of sunken vessels (wrecks) and 
other obstructions to navigation $359,115 and $679,219, respectively ; and $300,000 
was provided for such work during fiscal year 1958. The amount requested for 
this emergency activity for the fiscal year 1959 is $450,000. 

(6) Protection, clearing, straightening channels of navigable waters, not 
specifically authorized by Congress (work under sec. 3, River and Harbor Act, 
March 2, 1945).—During the fiscal years 1956 and 1957, there was obligated under 
this authority $89,718 and $17,480, respectively ; and $30,000 was provided for 
similar emergency work during the fiscal year 1958. The amount requested for 
this emergency activity for fiscal year 1959 is $30,000. 

(c) Emergency flood-control activities —The budget estimate provides $4 mil- 
lion for emergency flood-control activities pursuant to Public Law 99, 84th Con- 
gress. The following flood-control work is undertaken pursuant to that authority 
whenever and wherever required: flood emergency preparation; flood fighting 
and rescue operations; and emergency repair and restoration of flood-control 
works such as levees which are threatened or destroyed by flood. The funds 
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expended for the accomplishment of such emergency work are derived from an 
emergency fund authorized by Public Law 99 in the amount of $15 million to be 
replenished on an annual basis. 

Of the sum of $9,056,762 available for obligation in fiscal year 1957, there was 
obligated the sum of $7,136,480. A balance of $1,614,458 remained available for 
obligation in fiscal year 1958. Replenishment of the emergency fund by ap- 
propriation of $4 million in fiscal year 1958 increased the amount available to a 
total of $5,614,458. However, this amount proved inadequate to meet require- 
ments of available to a total of $5,614,458. However, this amount proved inade- 
quate to meet requirements of emergency restoration of flood-control works 
damaged by the disastrous floods which occurred during April-June 1957 in the 
Arkansas, White, Red, Rio Grande, and Gulf, and lower Mississippi Basins. It 
was accordingly necessary to utilize, under authority of Public Law 99, existing 
flood-control appropriations for immediate prosecution of authorized work pend- 
ing replenishment of the emergency fund. 


, 2 schedule pertaining to the emergency fund authorized by Public Law 99 
ollows: 


Obligations 
Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
1957 1958 (esti- 
mated) 
River basins: 

TE GE io isi in tin scsi cénneninanldinatidihdtncteatan dia $245, 433 $1, 215, 000 
I nitric mp angntibeetadnpicsbitianpdaingtdmaa aa agaale 664, 413 1, 055, 000 
he OE 4, SRE ES BT a er 193, 364 430, 000 
GI aa leas i Seco cs cocanectsane tchoduuscont baa sbbeeiiodcdied 3, 657, 039 700, 000 
Coeern ee OME PAGO. 6 ioe ssiddssnsnecscdeds deen 190, 584 100, 000 
SN ON rath hasnt thecal Dida cote ndash ipiaseininenasen aielnmeaieinaedae ae 1, 768, 537 175, 000 
FE Eo raid psc oc ns dacnabenapebutccne nn kcg tle ets 417, 111 1, 939, 458 


RAS Sita wince th ban sted ddjundacatih<tgeinminomnnipgdiirein 7, 136, 480 5, 614, 458 





(d) Cwwil-defense activity—(1) Civil-defense planning activity for Federal 
Civil Defense Administration, pursuant to Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 
($100,000). This delegation, to the Secretary of Defense, to be carried out under 
the direction of the Secretary of the Army and the supervision of the Chief of 
Engineers as a civil function, contains three items as follows: 

1. Plan a national program, develop technical guidance for the States, and 
compile and maintain a national census of engineering and construction resources, 
including equipment, available for civil defense emergency operations. 

2. Plan a national program, develop technical guidance for the States, and 
develop, in coordination with FCDA delegations to other Federal agencies, plans 
for the most effective utilization of the Nation’s engineering and construction 
resources for the emergency repair, restoration, and provisions of essential fa- 
cilities. 

3. Plan a national program, develop technical guidance for the States, and 
develop and maintain at appropriate locations, in coordination with FCDA dele- 
gations to other Federal agencies, factual data on public utilities, facilities, and 
services that will be required as engineering resources for emergency restoration 
purposes after an attack. 

In further explanation of the intent, nature, and need of this program: 

Item 1: Vital to the prompt initiation of any physical recovery effort following 
an attack upon the United States is the immediate readiness of key nationwide 
information on our engineering and construction resources. The purpose of this 
item, therefore, is a census to develop, among other things, information on (@) 
the location and capability of engineering design firms in their various special- 
ized fields, (b) the location and capability similarly of the various construction 
contractors, (c) the location, capacity, and number of major construction equip- 
ment units, and (d) the location and amount of critical construction materials. 
To keep this census reasonably current, revisions are contemplated at periodic 
intervals in the future. 

As far as practicable this 4-point census will be accomplished by the individual 
States or their designated political subdivisions, under general Federal guid- 
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ance and cooperative assistance furnished by the Corps of Engineers. The corps 
will develop and disseminate suggested forms, having FCDA concurrence, -to 
secure maximum uniformity and adequate but not excessive coverage. Such 
standardization will also lend itself to processing these data by modern electronic 
= processing systems in an emergency. This end product is a vital component 
of item 2. 

Item 2: This item comprises the prime essence of this mission. It calls for 
development of an effective nationwide general operational plan for mobilizing, 
utilizing, and coordinating the employment of the Nation’s engineering and con- 
struction resources, in an immediate postattack period, for the emergency repair, 
restoration, and provision of essential facilities for maximum survival of the 
Nation’s population, and for emergency rehabilitation of those public and com- 
munity facilities and utilities basic to resumption of the Nation’s commerce and 
industry generally. 

Under general guidance and cooperative assistance to be furnished federally 
through the Corps of Engineers, with prior concurrence by FCDA, this program 
will be prepared essentially on a State-by-State basis by the individual States 
to the maximum degree practicable. Among other things, this plan will outline 
a workable organization setup; will delineate the agency (local or Federal) 
charged wtih the primary responsibility of executing recovery activities in the 
various fields of emergency operations involved herein; will delineate what 
agency will be expected to assist in or take over execution of a given assigned 
duty in the case of the partial or complete incapability of the first assigned 
agency; and will provide for control and distribution of engineering and con- 
struction resources. 

These individual State plans, which will incorporate contributions from other 
Federal agencies already engaged on specific planning assignments from FCDA, 
will be coordinated into a national program by the Corps of Engineers under 
general criteria approved by FCDA. 

Item 3: Another necessary phase in connection with item 2 is the end product 
contemplated by this item. Maps and general drawings will be assembled for 
each significant metropolitan area showing the location, type, capacity, etc., of 
vital water supply lines, electric power lines, railroads, highways, and of other 
basic utilities and facilities, together with supplementary written material deemed 
essential, to assist (a) the emergency reconstruction teams and (b) the recovery 
of the surviving population generally. Upon completion, these data will be 
stored at selected, protected sites. Under general guidance to be furnished 
federally through the Corps of Engineers this data collection will be accomplished 
generally by the community concerned, under general direction from the respec- 
tive State civil-defense directors. 


PROPOSED FISCAL YEAR 1959 PROGRAM WITH $100,000 APPROPRIATION REQUESTED 
HEREIN 


Concerning item 1 of the delegation.—In Massachusetts a pilot census will be 
undertaken of construction equipment and construction contractors. As soon as 
the census formats have been developed, and the census procedures shaken down 
by experience, these two inventories will be extended to other Northeastern and 
North-Atlantic States as far as funds will permit. 

Concerning item 2 of the delegation.— In Massachusetts a pilot study will be 
made to develop a statewide general operational plan. Additionally, a corre- 
sponding pilot study but limited to a metropolitan area located in two States will 
be made of the Kansas City, Mo. and Kans. complex. 

This program will be pursued at the field level by the division and district 
engineers of the Corps of Engineers in those areas by working coonerstively 
through the State and local civil-defense officials concerned. The corps’ field offi- 
cers will furnish appropriate guidance and assistance. Necessary liaison with 
the FCDA regional directors will be maintained. 

For activity by the Chief of Engineers, and funding therefor ($30,000), see 
Separate statement under “General expenses.” 

(e) Planning emergency restoration.— 

(2) Census of terminal facilities: As a part of its defense mobilization plan- 
ning program, the Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization has requested 
the Corps of Engineers to-furnish the ODM damage assessment center, on a 
continuing basis, up-to-date information on the physical characteristics and 
capacities of cargo terminals in ports of the United States. This information is 
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essential to the assessment of actual or potential damage resulting from possible 
enemy attack with nuclear weapons. This reporting program will require initial- 
ly a census of cargo piers, wharves, and docks in approximately 100 seaports, 35 
Great Lakes ports, and 100 inland waterway ports of the United States. ODM 
states that the data presently available for damage assessment on port facilities 
is not sufficiently current for adequate bomb damage assessment in this field, 
and that the geographic coverage is inadequate. The port and lakes series 
reports prepared by the Corps of Engineers in cooperation with the United 
States Maritime Administration are presently revised about every 10 years. 
This has been generally acceptable to shipping interests and has enabled costs 
to be held at a minimum, The data on inland waterway facilities were last 
collected and published in 1942, and have not been revised since then. A com- 
plete and accurate damage assessment capability will increase the national 
capability to cope with the effects of a heavy enemy attack on the United States 
if it should come. Such a capability will greatly increase the value and signifi- 
eance of test exercises in which it is utilized. The estimated cost of making the 
census is $130,000, and the estimated annual cost of maintaining the data cur- 
rent is $20,000. The amount requested for this emergency activity in fiscal year 
1959 is $130,000. 


EMERGENCY FLOOD CONTROL FUNDS 


Mr. Rasavr. Explain the status of funds available for emergency 
flood control activities and the need for the estimate of $4 million 
for 1959. 

Colonel Retrr. Sir, the present status of our funds for emergenc 
flood contro] activities is not very good. We started out this year wit 
$5,600,000 available. This was the $4 million you appropriated last 
year plus $1,614,000 carryover. 


TRANSFERS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 99 AUTHORITY 


With the floods in the Southwest, Mississippi, Texas, Oklahoma, 
Arkansas, et cetera, that we had in April and in June of last year 
after the hearings, the floods that we have had this spring in Cali- 
fornia, we have utilized all of the funds that were available and in 
accordance with Public Law 99 authority have borrowed from other 
funds available. We have today a known requirement developed this 
year of some $14.5 million. This means that at the moment we are 
about $8,900,000 short of the funds that we now need. 

Mr. Rasavut. How much did you take from other funds to add to 
this amount you had? 

Colonel Rerrr. We estimate as far as expenditures are concerned 
we will have to take about $5 million from other funds during this 
year in order to do the Public Law 99 work approved up to now. 

Mr. Ranaut. In view of your testimony, how is it this estimate is 
so low ? 

Colonel Rerrr. This estimate was made of course some time ago 
and last year when we were here we asked for $4 million for 1958, we 
have actually needed something on the order of $14 million. 

Mr. Rasavt. Was this the original estimate made some time ago? 

Colonel Retrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. Why did they not amend it when we asked them to 
amend figures that they did not think were realistic for the economy 
of the country as it exists at the present time ? 
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1958 SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST 


Colonel Retrr. As far as the budget is concerned, this $4 million, you 
will recall we had a supplemental request in this spring for $7 million 
which the committee saw fit to deny on the basis that we had plenty 
of unobligated funds available to us. This $4 million was based on 
our expecting that we might get the $7 million we asked for in the 
supplemental. If we had gotten that we would not be in nearly as 
bad shape as we are now. 

Mr. Rasavt. The turn down to which you refer by the committee 
was previous to our request for review of the budget request ? 

Colonel Retrr. Previous to what, sir? 

Mr. Razaur. We sent a letter saying there were things we thought 
the budget did not take into consideration, conditions as they exist, 
and asked them to submit more realistic estimates. This you refer 
to was previous to that letter being sent out ? 

Colonel Retrr. Yes, sir. I think this might very well have been 
increased at that time. 

Mr. Rasavr. You are planning a supplemental ? 

Colonel Retrr. No, sir; at least not until we find what your action 
is on our present budget request. 

Mr. Rasavt. You borrowed a certain amount of money from other 
projects in the Department under the privilege given to you and that 
will necessarily have to be returned. 

Colonel Retrr. That is right. 

Mr. Rapaut. Why do you not give us a figure you feel you should 
have for this? You do not have enough money here to pay back. 


REVISED ESTIMATE 


Colonel Retrr. That is right. Under conditions existing today and 
with the flood conditions that are imminent in California and New 
England because of the snow pack and the probability that we will 
have some more floods this year at least, we feel that in order to repay 
the funds that will be borrowed from other furids that are now more 
or less committed and to have a reasonable balance to go into 1959 
with, that the appropriation probably would have to be on the order 
of $15 million which is of course authorized under Public Law 99. 


CIVIL DEFENSE ACTIVITIES 


Mr. Rapavt. Explain the need for the $100,000 requested under 
civil defense activities. 

Colonel Retrr. I will ask Mr. Stellar to answer this question. 

Mr. Rapavt. We will be pleased to hear from you, Mr. Stellar. 


CIVIL DEFENSE PLANNING ESTIMATE WITHDRAWN 


Mr. Sretiar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The item of $100,000, 
sir, was intended to cover field activity under a civil defense planning 
delegation that FCDA has made to the Department of Defense. 

Since the preparation of the budget, however, there has been a 
changed situation here upon the Hill. On the 17th of February, sir, 
we in the corps, together with other Federal agency representatives, 
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testified before the House Independent Offices Appropriations Sub- 
committee, Congressman Thomas’ group, and explained this activit 
at that time. So we are of the view that the House committee test:- 
mony has really been made by way of that channel. 

Accordingly, we have no dispostion to repeat the matter here now 
unless you wish to hear the story. 

Further, might I say in explanation that all of the various Federal 
agencies assisting the FCDA on various civil defense planning activi- 
ties, Labor Department, HEW, and others, likewise appeared at that 
time, or have since appeared before their separate committees, and 
the various committee chairmen have expressed a preference for a 
one-package presentation of the whole matter. 

So that now, sir, on the Senate side it is proposed that the matter 
will crystallize as a one-package presentation in line with the Presi- 
dent’s request that was transmitted to the President of the Senate on 
April 14. 

To summarize, the handling of this appropriation I believe is now 
intended to be changed from a separate agency approach to a con- 
solidated approach under the FCDA appropriation measure. 

Mr. Ragzavur. That constitutes a withdrawal of your request ? 

Mr. Sretxar. I believe it does, yes, sir. 


CENSUS OF TERMINAL FACILITIES 


Mr. Ragaurt. $130,000 is again requested for a census of terminal 
facilities. This item was deleted by the committee last year. 

Mr. Sretxar. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. Rasavt. Are you putting it back in again this year? 

Mr. Sretiar. Yes, sir. The item arises again because the Director 
of ODM, Mr. Gray, repeated this request for this item by way of 
letter of October 7, 1957, to the Secretary of the Army. Pursuant to 
that request this item has again been incorporated in this proposed 
budget. 

I have the letter here, sir, should you wish to have it inserted in the 
record. 

Mr. Ranaut. What letter is that? 

Mr. Sretxar. Letter of ODM to the Secretary of the Army as to 
the need for this item. 

Mr. Ranaut. We will insert the letter at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION, 
OFFICE OF THE DIREcrTorR, 
Washington, D. C., October 7, 1957. 
Hon. WILBER M. BRUCKER, 
Secretary of the Army, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. Brucker: In connection with the civil functions of the Corps of 
Engineers there is a great need for obtaining up-to-date information, which 
the corps is best able to gather, on the Nation’s port facilities and key points of 
the inland waterway system. The data should include accurate information 
as to location. Members of my staff have been in touch with the Corps of 
Engineers on this subject. 

These data are needed for study of likely losses which might result from 
enemy attack and for prompt estimates of surviving facilities in the event of 
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an actual attack. As part of the Nation’s transportation system, the waterways 
have one unique advantage under heavy attack—they quickly become free of 
radioactive contamination. This is a factor which can be utilized to great ad- 
vantage in survival planning. 

The port facilities data which we now carry in our basic resource records 
go back to 1950, or earlier. Changes and growth since that time make these 
records entirely inadequate for emergency planning. 

If felt desirable, I shall be available to justify this budget item as a part 
of our mobilization planning program. Mr. H. Burke Horton and Mr. Charles B. 
Offutt of my staff will be available to discuss details as to our requirements 
from this survey. 

Sincerely yours, 
Gorpon Gray, Director. 

Mr. Razavutr. Why does this not go into that one package bill you 
talked about with the Senate? 

Mr. Srexxar. If I may state this, we have a representative of ODM 
here at the right-hand side of the table, Mr. Burke Horton, who might 
answer that question. 

Mr. Ragavr. Very well. 

Mr. Horton. Mr. Chairman, my name is Horton. I have the 
National Damage Assessment Center of ODM. Our activity is en- 
gaged in two principal functions, intensive study of what enemy 
present and future capabilities can do to the continental United States 
resources and preparations for rapidly determining which resources 
are vom and which are in working order in case of an actual nuclear 
attack. 

We maintain a library of most of the important resources of the 
United States, the people, manpower, industrial facilities, transpor- 
tation facilities. 

In the case of most transportation facilities our data are reasonably 
up to date. In the case of water transportation facilities they are 
badly out of date, going back in the case of inland waterways 16 
years. Published data on terminals for ports on the ocean coasts and 
Great Lakes average about 5 years old or more and some of them are 
as old as 10 years. There has been tremendous growth in the last 
decade so that the data are badly out of date. 

The agency best qualified to update this information is the Corps 
of Engineers. All of us in Government recognize this. 

In the event of damage to our internal transportation system, the 
one means of transportation which is self-decontaminating under 
heavy nuclear attack is the water transportation system. Instead of 
having to be pinned down for weeks before we can even get started 
moving industrial and other supplies for rehabilitation of industry 
or taking care of survivors’ needs, the inland waterways and the 
oceanways, provided the port facilities are available, will enable us to 
get moving in a matter of days to rehabilitate the country rather than 
having to wait for weeks which might cost millions of lives. 

The Office of Defense Mobilization firmly believes the Corps of 
Engineers is best equipped to accelerate collection of this data. They 
already collect the data of this nature but not quite as often as would 
be needed. The 16 years, for example, on the inland waterways is 
hardly adequate for peacetime purposes and is totally inadequate for 
mobilization planning purposes. 

Mr. Rapavut. Why are not the port and lakes series reports prepared 
by the corps adequate for this purpose ? 
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Mr. Horton. They do this job on a 10-year cycle, Mr. Chairman. 
This means the average age of the data—in other words, they get com- 
plete coverage every 10 years by going back over the same ports. 

Mr. Rasavr. W hy do they not modernize that? W hy put it ina 
brandnew place? 

Mr. Sretiar. If I might elucidate, I have before me a typical re- 
port. This is on Los Angeles Harbor. As Mr. Horton said, these 
documents for commercial shipping purposes are developed to the 
frequency that they are. 

Here we have a national defense preparation matter and ODM, Mr. 
Chairman, is desirous of having collected statistical matter that goes 
over and beyond the data collection indicated in these reports. 

What ODM wishes is a compilation of new information set forth on 
this questionnaire form which I hold in my hand and which goes be- 
yond what is indicated in these printed reports jointly developed by 
the Corps of Engineers and the Maritime Commission. 

Mr. Rasavur. On page 30 you say the port and lakes series reports 
prepared by the Corps of Engineers in cooperation with the United 
States Maritime Administration are presently revised about every 10 
years. This has been generally acceptable to shipping interests and 
has enabled costs to be held at a minimum. 

Are we not going to have a duplication of a lot of things if you do it 
this way? Why not accelerate this activity ? 

Mr. Sretxiar. The duplication, sir, would only be fractional. The 
data indicated on this form which ODM desires for damage assessment 
purposes, sir, goes beyond what is needed for commercial purposes. 
Further, sir, what will generate out of the collection of this material 
by way of these hundreds of forms will be cataloged. 

Mr. Razavt. I admit it is a badly needed service. I wonder if we 
cannot do it the way it is done on a 10-year basis and accelerate it. 
Why not get it in a one package deal as we talked about a few minutes 
ago? 

Mr. Sretiar. There is of course the matter of timing. The collec- 
tion of this data by this questionnaire form, at something of the order 
of two-hundred-and-thirty-odd ports, can be done in 7 months’ time. 
To go after 230 ports and come out with a volume like this would take 
an extended period. 

Mr. Horron. If I may speak to the point about the one package. we 
have lost a year on this as we enter a very critical period in our Nation’s 
history already. The decision was made by the Bureau of the Budget 
that these supporting activities for the Office of Defense Mobilization 
would be placed in the budgets of those departments and agencies best 
equipped to do the job at minimum cost. The Office of Defense Mobi- 
lization would be prepared to justify the need for the item and the 
various agencies would justify the cost. This is the way the support- 
ing activities for the Office of Defense Mobilization appear in 9 
year’s budget. If there is a repackaging of any sort required for ad 
ministrative reasons, we are likely to lose another year and this may he 
a year that we do not have in this particular emergency. 

“Mr. Raravr. If you modernize it, is it not going to be necessary to 
modernize it again in about 2 years? 
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Mr. Horton. This is not absolutely necessary. It is estimated that 
about $20,000 per year will keep it up to date indefinitely. So, asa 
matter of fact, the data now are so old that if we were to get this 
one-shot job done, we would be in better shape for a half decade than 
we are now. However, I think in the long run it would pay to have 
the $20,000 annual charge to keep the information up to date. 

Mr. Rapavrt. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Fenton. Why was the inland waterway census not taken in 
1952 or 1950? The last census was 1942. 

Mr. Sreciar. Yes, sir, that census was made by the corps respon- 
sive to a War Production Board request and War Production Board 
— at the time. The development of these volumes for inland 

raterway ports has not progressed since then. Appropriations have 
alk been made to pursue such activity on a national scale. 

Mr. Rasaut. There is quite an acceleration in inland waterways 
since 1942. 

Mr. Sretuiar. That is correct, sir, and is one reason for ODM wish- 
ing to get a quick rundown of this material by way of a quick 
questonnaire form. Such of this form material as does appear in the 
statistical tables in these printed reports constitutes only a small 
fraction of the coverage in those documents. 


GENERAL Expenses, Corps oF ENGrineers, Crvin 


Mr. Rapavt. We will take up “General expenses.” $11,750,000 is 
requested for “General expenses.” Pages 31a to 42 will be inserted for 
the record. 

GENERAL EXPENSES 


Budget estimate_____-_~- itd eels ast tales atari ean ead eet dat einntinti ene $11, 200, 000 
TT ee ne earl calgon be Ra sae pn cg eneh Meal actianndsendnce ~ 11, 750, 000 
Rennie see meet watimatel oS oo LN 6 hn Se nln 550, 000 


The increase will be applied as follows: 

















1959 budget | Revised Increase 
estimate 

—— -—|}—-— amined 
Office, Chief of Engineers. --.-.-.....-.....-.-...--.- Sidtally $3, 470, 000 $3, 655, 000 $185, 000 
Division offices - - - ----- aosamatenesens were 5, 290, 000 5, 631, 000 341, 000 
River and Harbor Board_. bcs ii et 400, 000 | 410, 000 10, 000 
Beach Erosion Board. . nektheetnmneiwemesce nob t 135, 000 | 138, 000 3, 000 
Hydraulie mining-- Detaled niga dinates aresia eoeetbntii bieels 5, 000 5, 000 0 
New York Harbor-.-_--- idbithnds ti dnduebhdedendinaas 350, 000 350, 000 0 
General regulatory functions. a lek ialhen on ale scah tots hetieeaeeene 625, 000 633, 000 8, 000 
Commercial statistics - melee nabswivesesasad a 800, 000 800, 000 0 
Special investigations. ....__- has bod cL nnpeickewuyndacgegl 125, 000 128, 000 3, 000 

RISD > J. 8 vk ek gs omy be wa seece ness seenene| mares: 11, 750, 000 550, 000 





JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


1. Executive direction and management 


(a-1) Office, Chief of Engineers (other than civil-defense activities).—The 
Chief of Engineers is responsible for carrying out a comprehensive civil works 
program in accordance with the directives of the Congress. The organization 
to implement these directives is decentralized in 40 district and 11 division of- 
fices and a number of separate boards. In order that proper direction, admin- 
istration, coordination, and policy guides may be furnished these offices, it is 
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essential that sufficient numbers of highly specialized technical and administra- 
tive employees be provided in the Office, Chief of Engineers in Washington. 
During the past several years, the administration of the civil works program 
has required an increasing amount of detail in connection with its presentation 
to the Congress, the Bureau of the Budget, and the Secretary of the Army, and 
the program has increased substantially. These factors have imposed a large ad- 
ditional workload on the Office, Chief of Engineers and it is essential that ade- 
quate personnel be provided to carry out these additional functions satisfac- 
torily. 

The amount of $3,625,000 proposed for fiscal year 1959, although $185,000 
greater than the appropriation allocation for fiscal year 1958 will provide only 
the minimum funds necessary to supervise and administer the civil works pro- 
gram. The allocation between “Personal services” and “Other expenses” is as 
follows: 

Personal services: $3,015,000 would be applied to the payment of salaries of 
personnel employed on technical, administrative, and clerical functions in carry- 
ing out the civil works program. This amount represents a net increase of 
$185,000 and will provide $85,000 for effect of the engineer and scientist pay 
raise; 10 additional positions in civil works; 1 additional postion in Office, En- 
gineer Comptroller. 

Other expenses: $610,000 is required during fiscal year 1959 to provide for 
retirement fund payments and the cost of travel, communications, office sup- 
plies and equipment, printing and binding, and service contracts for the Office, 
Chief of Engineers. These requirements must be provided if the functions of 
the personnel of the Office, Chief of Engineers are to be efficiently and eco- 
nomicaily carried out. 

(a-2) Office, Chief of Engineers (civil-defense activities)—(1) Civil defense 
planning activity for FCDA, pursuant to Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, 
($30,000). This delegation, by the FCDA to the Secretary of Defense, to be 
carried out under the direction of the Secretary of the Army and the super- 
vision of the Chief of Engineers as a civil function, contains three items as 
follows: 

(1) Plan a national program, develop technical guidance for the States, and 
compile and maintain a national census of engineering and construction 
resources, including equipment, available for civil-defense emergency operations. 

(2) Plan a national program, develop technical guidance for the States, and 
develop, in coordination with FCDA delegations to other Federal agencies, 
plans for the most effective utilization of the Nation’s engineering and con- 
struction resources for the emergency repair, restoration, and provisions of 
essential facilities. 

(3) Plan a national program, develop technical guidance for the States, and 
develop and maintain at appropriate locations, in coordination with FCDA 
delegations to other Federal agencies, factual data on public utilities, facilities, 
and services that will be required as engineering resonrces for emergency 
restoration purposes after an attack. 3 

For amplification of the nature and scope of the planning function, contem- 
plated by items 1, 2, and 3 above, and outline of the pilot activities planned 
for fiscal year 1959 to be conducted by selected division and district engineers 
of the Corps of Engineers, see separate statement under the appropriation 
“Operation and maintenance, general.” Funding of the engineers’ activity is 
estimated at $100,000, exclusive of the amount requested herein. 

The Chief of Engineers will consult and coordinate with the Secretary of 
the Army as necessary and effectuate directives received ; consult and coordinate 
with FCDA in establishing criteria, standards, and general guidelines for 
execution of the mission; consult with Association of General Contractors, 
American Society of Civil Engineers, etc., to develop most effective plans to 
integrate assistance from the engineering and construction industry ; coordinate 
at national level those phases of planning relating to other Federal agencies 
having delegations under Public Law 920; and provide staff direction and 
supervision of the planning to be carried on by division and district engineers, 
including technical consultant service. 

The funds requested herein ($30,000) are needed to finance the aforementioned 
activities of the Chief of Engineers in fiseal year 1959 in directing, supervising, 
and inaugurating this planning assignment and in coordinating actions at the 
Federal levei. 
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Additionally, general instructions will be issued covering the FCDA-Corps 
of Engineers working relationship as well as general criteria, standards, and 
guidelines for executing the mission; consultation will be advanced with repre- 
sentative groups of the Nation’s construction industry and engineering 
organizations on ways and means of best utilizing their resources in an overall 
enemy-created operational recovery effort; and consultation and coordination 
will be developed with the Federal agencies already involved in FCDA planning 
regarding their specific progress to date and outlining the most feasible method 
of incorporating their contributions into the various State operational plans. 

At the field level in fiscal year 1959 it is expected that the pilot studies out- 
lined in the “Operation and maintenance, general” statement will be completed. 

(b) Division offices —Division offices provide the administrative and technical 
direction for the Chief of Engineers required for the proper supervision of sub- 
ordinate district offices in carrying out the civil works program. The direction 
and management activities are decentralized to 11 division offices throughout 
the United States. Two of these are not supported from general expenses funds. 
One, the New England division, is an operating division with the equivalent of 
only one district, and the second, the Pacific Ocean division, has only a very small 
civil works workload administered by one district. Based on a continuing analy- 
sis of the workload and utilization of personnel in division offices, the minimum 
requirement for the operation of the nine division offices supported from general 
expenses funds in fiscal year 1959 is $5,631,000. This amount is $306,000 greater 
than the appropriation allocation for fiscal year 1958. The increase will provide 
$141,000 for the effect of the engineer and scientists’ pay raise authorized in 
CSC—DC-793, $159,000 for an increase of 6 personnel in programing and 14 per- 
sonnel in engineering, and $6,000 for travel of the additional personnel. These 
funds are considered to be the minimum for the continuance of the administrative 
and technical functions considered necessary to the efficient operation of the 
program. 


2. Review boards 


(a) River and Harbor Board.—The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Har- 
bors was authorized by section 3 of the River and Harbor Act approved June 13, 
1902. The act provided for the organization in the Office of the Chief of En- 
gineers, by detail. of a board of 5 (increased to 7 by 1913 act) engineer officers 
from the Corps of Engineers. The act directs that all reports on authorized 
preliminary examinations and surveys of river and harbor projects shall be 
referred to the Board for consideration and recommendation prior to submission 
of the reports by the Chief of Engineers with his recommendation to Congress. 
This directive was subsequently amended to apply to flood-control reports. Sec- 
tion 6 of River and Harbor Act approved March 8, 1909, provides that the Board 
shall consider and approve and recommend to the Chief of Engineers plans for 
modification and reconstruction of any lock, canal, canalized river, or other work 
for use and benefit of navigation. 

The Chief of Engineers has assigned to the River and Harbor Board the duties 
of (1) the compilation and publication annually of useful statistics, data, and 
information concerning the volume and type of commerce moving on the inland 
waterways, on the Great Lakes, and through all ocean ports; (2) the compilation 
and publication annually of a report listing and describing all United States-flag 
self-propelled and non-self-propelled vessels engaged in commerce, including the 
principal trade in which they are engaged and their zone of operations; (3) the 
publication periodically of port and lake series reports containing narrative and 
tabular information on all facilities available to shipping at the principal United 
States ports; and (4) the publishing of reports covering the principal ports of the 
United States giving comprehensive information relative to the services available 
to shipping and the charges therefor. The expense of these functions is paid 
from funds provided for the River and Harbor Board activity except for the 
expense of items (1) and (2) which is paid for commercial statistics funds 
allotted to the Board. 

The estimate of River and Harbor Board expenses for fiscal year 1959 is 
$410,000, which is $105,000 less than the appropriation allocation for fiscal year 
1978 and is considered to be the minimum necessary for this activity. This reduc- 
tion in the amount requested is entirely due to anticipated refunds from districts 
for expenses of the Board in furnishing technical guidance to the districts. This 
guidance is principally in connection with the determination of transportation 
benefits of proposed projects and is provided by the staff of transportation econo- 
mists maintained by the Board. 
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(b) Beach Frosion Board.—The Beach Erosion Board was established in ac- 
cordance with section 2 of the River and Harbor Act approved July 3, 1930. The 
act authorizes and directs the Chief of Engineers to make investigations and 
studies in cooperation with appropriate agencies of the various coastal and 
Great Lakes States and Territories with a view to devising effective means of 
preventing erosion of the shores of coastal and lake waters by waves and cur: 
rents. The act prescribes that there be organized under the Chief of Engineers, 
by detail from time to time from the Corps of Engineers and from the State 
agencies charged with beach erosion and shore protection, a board of 7 members 
of whom 4 shall be officers of the Corps of Engineers and 3 shall be selected with 
regard to their special fitness by the Chief of Engineers from the cooperating 
State agencies. The act provides that the Board will furnish such technical 
assistance as may be directed by the Chief of Engineers in conduct of such 
studies and review the report of each investigation made. Section 3 of Public 
Law 166, 79th Congress, July 31, 1945, provides that the Beach Erosion Board, 
in making its report on cooperative studies made under provisions of the 1930 
act, shall, in addition to any other matters upon which it is required to report, 
state its opinion as to (a) the advisability of adopting the project; (6b) what 


- public interest, if any, is involved in the proposed improvement; and (c) what 


share of the expense, if any, should be borne by the United States. An additional 
function of the Beach Erosion Board, when requested by the Chief of Engineers, 
is to comment on the shoreline aspects of improvements considered in navigation 
reports as required by section 5 of Public Law 409, 74th Congress, August 30, 
1935. 

Funds in the amount of $138,000 are requested for Beach Erosion Board ex-. 
penses. This amount is $3.090 greater than the appropriation allocation for 
fiscal year 1958 and will provide for the effect of the engineer and scientists pay. 
raise authorized in CSC-DC-793. These funds are considered to be the minimum 
necessary for this activity. 


8. Regulation 


(a) Hydraulic mining.—This item provides for the administrative expense of 
the California Debris Commission, created under the act of March 1, 1893. Under 
authority of this act the commission regulates hydraulic mining operations, plans, 
the improvement of conditions upon the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers and 
their tributaries affected by such operations, and prepares plans to enable hy- 
draulic mining to be resumed in their drainage areas. On application by pro- 
spective miners, full investigation is made by the commission, and nermits to 
operate are issued to those who provide satisfactory debris-restraining basins by 
construction of suitable dams where necessary or use Government-constructed 
restraining reservoirs. An estimate of $5,000 is submitted for such work during, 
the fiscal year 1959 in order to contribute the work assigned to the commission 
and to meet the needs of the State and general public, which requires consulta- 
tion with the commission under the provisions of this improvement. This amount 
is the same as the appropriation allocation for fiseal year 1958. 

In addition to the regulatory responsibilities described above, the act provides 
for the commission, under the supervision of the Chief of Engineers, to construct 
and maintain dams and other works for detention of debris from hydranlie min- 
ing operation. Federal funds expended for such work are reimbursed from the 
debris fund comprised of taxes collected on hydraulic mining operations. 

(b) New York Harbor.—tThe act of June 29, 1888. provided for the preserva- 
tion of the tidal waters of New York Harbor, its adjacent or tributary waters, 
and the waters of Long Island Sound. The laws are administered by the snner- 
visor of New York Harbor, who is the district engineer at New York. The suner- 
visor is charged under the laws, with the duties of preventing any obstructive 
or injurious deposits in all waters under his jurisdiction and preventing fishing; 
dredging of shellfish, or other activity which would interfere with navigation 
of entrance channels of New York Harbor by ships of deep draft. 

This work involves the control of dumping of apnroximately 22,600,000 cubic 
yards of refuse or excavated material, of which 11,600,000 enbie yards is dis- 
posed of at sea or in the Long Island Sound and 11 million eubie yards by land 
fills. The lack of adequate control will inevitably result in large quantities of 
these materials being deposited in the navigable channels, necessitating their 
removal at a far greater expense than is entailed by adequate control. Super- 
vision is exercised by means of inspectors and patrols, with salaries and wages 
representing the major cost of the work, the remainder being expended for maim 
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tenance and operation of the patrol vessels. An estimate of $350,000 is included 
for fiscal year 1959. This amount represents an increase of $15,000 over the 
funds provided for this activity in fiscal year 1958 and will be used to provide 
for increased costs in plant rental rates and operating costs, with no increase 
in Coverage and scope of operations. The amount requested is considered to be 
the minimum necessary to provide the control required to prevent increased 
pollution and the deposition of waste and drift hazardous to navigation. 

. (c) General regulatory functions (inspections, issuance of permits, harbor 
lines, etc.) —This activity pertains generally to the essential administration of 
the: laws for the protection and preservation of the navigable waters of the 
United States. In connection with such administration, this activity is con- 
cerned with examinations, inspection and issuance of permits; the issuance of 
regulations, and the examinations and inspections of bridges and bridge plans; 
the establishment and revision of harbor lines; the establishment and inspection 
of limit markers for fish pound nets; and necessary investigations of such mat- 
ters as reported obstructions and wrecks (not removed) and oil pollution. 

The amount of $633,000 requested for fiscal year 1959 is $8,000 greater than 
the appropriation allocation for fiscal year 1958. The increase will provide for 
the effect of the engineer and scientists’ pay raise authorized in CSC-DC—793. 
These funds are considered to be the minimum which will provide for the cost 
of essential activities. 


Commercial statistics 


This activity consists of the collection of domestic water-borne commerce 
statistics pertaining to rivers, harbors, and waterways and the compilation and 
the publication of such data in conformance with the River and Harbor Act of 
September 22, 1922. This activity includes the collection and reporting of neces- 
sary statistical data by district offices and the collection, processing, compiling, 
and annual publication of such statistical data and information on waterborne 
commerce and vessels moving on inland waterways, the Great Lakes and through 
all ocean ports as performed by the four regional statistical offices of the Corps 
of Engineers and by the River and Harbor Board. In addition to the funds to be 
expended for collection, compilation, and publication of data on domestic water- 
borne commerce, the amount requested for this activity includes funds to reim- 
burse the Bureau of the Census for costs incurred in furnishing the Chief of 
Engineers complete port and waterway data on the foreign waterborne com- 
merce of the United States. This arrangement was instituted under the spon- 
sorship of the Bureau of the Budget in 1947 to eliminate duplication of collec- 
tion and compilation of foreign commerce data. The amount requested for 
“Commercial statistics” in fiscal year 1959 is $800,000, which is $43,000 less than 
the appropriation allocation for fiscal year 1958. These funds will provide 
the minimum necessary to accomplish the statistics program. 

Special investigations 

This item provides for the expense of (1) special investigations and reports of 
nominal scope prepared pursuant to congressional and other special request from 
sources outside the Corps of Engineers, for information relative to projects or 
other activities which have no funds; (2) similar work of detailed scope as 
specifically authorized by the Chief of Engineers; (3) the review of Federal 
Power Commission licenses; and (4) review of reports of other agencies. Among 
the investigations paid for from these funds are reconnaissance investigations 
relating to flooding potential and flood damages, bank erosion, drainage, harbor 
improvements, anchorages, and development of navigation channels. The costs 
of making investigations of this nature and preparing reports thereon vary 
widely, and the Chief of Engineers cannot anticipate the number or extent of 
requests that may be received to which prompt and full compliance should be 

iven. 
7 Past experience indicates that the amount of $128,000 requested for fiscal 
year 1959 will provide for only the essential services included under this activity. 
The increase of $1,000 over the appropriation allocation for fiscal year 1958 will 
provide for only one third of the effect of the engineer and scientist pay raise 
authorized in CSC-DC-793. 
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INCREASE FOR OFFICE OF THE CHIEF 


Mr. Razavt. Explain the need for the increase of $185,000 proposed 
in the budget amendment for the Office of the Chief of Engineers. 

Colonel Retrr. The $185,000 increase for the Office of the Chief of 
Engineers, sir, is expected to be used, $85,000 of it for the engineer and 
scientists pay raise that was authorized last December, and $85,000 
of it for 11 new positions in the Office of the Chief of Engineers, 
$10,000 for travel of these people, and $5,000 as the contribution to the 
retirement fund, the 614 percent statutory requirement. 

Mr. Razaut. How many new personnel will you settle for? 

Colonel Retrr. We are asking for 11 people. 

Mr. Razavur. I know. I heard you the first time. 

Colonel Reirr. These 11 are very much needed and very well justi- 
fied. One of them in the Office of the Comptroller and the other 10 
in the Civil Works Divisions of the Office of the Chief of Engineers. 

The 10 we are asking for in Civil Works, 2 of them are engineers, 1 
in soils and the other in geology. We are continually finding that we 
do not have the high grade consultant type people in soils and geology 
that are required to get projects planned adequately and economically 
the first time. 

Mr. Ranaut. Do you think there will be some beneficial reflections 
from some of the projects we have these people doing ? 

Colonel Retrrr. I feel confident some of the problems we have run 
up against in the soils and geology field can be minimized. 

Mr. Raszavr. I do not mean to make them more ornate. Will they 
make them just as good and cheaper ? 

Colonel Rerrr. I do not believe we can decorate either the soils or 
geology fields very much. We are short on that type of people in a 
consulting capacity. We do not anticipate that we will have highly 
qualified soils and geology people, the top quality, in every field 
office. We want these people to serve as consultants for our field 
offices. 

CIVIL DEFENSE PLANNING ACTIVITY 


ESTIMATE WITHDRAWN 


Mr. Razavt. An additional $30,000 is requested for the civil-defense 
planning activity for the Federal Civil Defense Administration. Will 
you justify that $30,000. 

Colonel Retrr. That $30,000 falls out for the same reason as the 
other FCDA item we discussed previously. Since they are budgeting 
for it separately we are not defending it. 


INCREASE FOR DIVISION OFFICES 


Mr. Rasaut. Why is the increase of $341,000 proposed in the budget 
amendment for the division offices necessary ? 

Colonel Rerrr. According to my figures, it is $306,000, the amount 
we are asking for additional under the ED and M division offices. 

Mr. Rasavut. The second item on page 31a, $341,000. 

Colonel Retrr. Page 31a? 
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Mr. Razavr. Yes. Increased $341,000, division offices. In 1959 it 
was $5,290,000 ; revised estimate was $5,631,000. 

Colonel Rerrr. Page 35, sir, shows that the increase is $306,000, the 
revised estimate. 

Mr. Razavrt. It is $306,000 over 1958, and the budget amendment 
is $341,000. 

Colonel Retrr. That explains it. 

Mr. Rasavut. How about this $306,000 over 1958? We will ask it on 
that basis. 

Colonel Retrr. Of the $306,000 increase over 1958, $141,000 of it will 
be required for the engineer and scientist pay raise I mentioned before. 

The balance of it except for a small item for travel of $6,000 will 
be used for 20 additional people in our division offices. 

We expect, sir, to use 6 of those people to bring our programing 
units in our division offices up to at least 3 people in each division 
office in programing. 

As you well know, this art or science of programing has required a 
lot more time and attention in the last few years. Some of our divi- 
sions offices have been trying to do it with 1 or 2 personnel. They 
have not been doing the job that you expect or we expect. These 6 
people will let us have at least 3 people and in some divisions 4 in the 
programing units of the division offices. 

The other 14 people we certainly will need on the construction and 
engineering involved in the $125 million increase program for 1959 
that is included in the budget supplement. This is an average of 
1.4 men per division. 

Mr. AnpersEN. Will you permit a question at that point? 

Mr. Ragsavt. Yes. 

Mr. AnpersEN. I presume the need for these additional personnel 
in the division offices comes largely from the fact that the Congress 
accelerated the number of new jobs, you might say, somewhat above 
the wishes of the Army engineers at the time—I am referring to 
2 oo back. I believe the Congress saw fit to put in 70 or 80 new 
jobs, new starts, something like that. 

Colonel Retrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anversen. Which the engineers had not really requested or 
planned on. 

Colonel Retrr. All of this adds up in the same direction. 

Mr. AnpversEn. Surely, because this in turn gives more work for 
aaenees all along the line if they do what Congress asked them 
to do. 

Colonel Rerrr. If we do a creditable job. 

Mr. AnpersEN. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me we are paying the 
bill for what Congress did. 

Mr. Rapavt. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


GARRISON DISTRICT HEADQUARTERS STAFF 


Mr, Rasavur. On August 31, 1957, our field inspection disclosed 
that 215 people were on duty at the Garrison district headquarters 
at Riverdale, N. Dak., including 100 in the engineering division. 


What projects are underway this year for which this district office 
is responsible ? 
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Colonel Rerrr. The Garrison district office, of course, is responsible 
for two major jobs; the Garrison Dam and Reservoir itself, a major 
multipurpose project, estimated to cost $294 million, of which $266 
million has been expended, and the Fort Peck multiple-purpose project 
where we are just getting started at building the second powerplant, 
a $27 million job. 

In addition to these 2 major jobs, Fort Peck has 14 local protec- 
tion projects, I believe it is, seattered around the area for which they 
have the responsibility for planning and/or construction. 

They have six additional local protection projects under study, and 
they have a normal general investigation program besides the opera- 
tion and maintenance that is required, again principally at Fort Peck 
and Garrison. 

These are the major jobs that the Garrison district is involved in, 
sir. 
Mr. Ragavt. Did you give us an example of the work accomplished 
this year by these 215 people? I think you did it fairly well. 

Colonel Rerer. While their workload in 1957 has not See very large, 
in 1958, 1959, and 1960 they will have a fairly substantial workload 
in the Garrison district, with the second powerplant at Fort Peck and 
the fourth and fifth units in Garrison to complete. 

Mr. Rasaur. Have you quoted the number of people now assigned 
to the Garrison district headquarters ? 

Colonel Retrr. No, sir; I have not. As of February 28, we had 199 

ple in the district office itself and 95 people in the Engineering 
ivision. 

Mr. Rasavr. I have in my hand here the report of field inspection 
of certain activities of the Interior Department and the Corps of 
Engineers. I want to quote from this. 

The Garrison district headquarters strength at Riverdale, N. Dak., was 215 
as of August 31, 1957, including 100 in the engineering division, 29 in the 
comptroller’s office, and 27 in office services. The continued need for a staff of 
this size is questionable. Only about $15 million is available for obligation 
this fiscal year by the Garrison district office. The engineering work on the two 
large projects under the jurisdiction of this office, Garrison Dam and Fort Peck 
Dam, is largely completed and the only other current work under way is on 
seven local small flood-protection projects. Some of these are inactive due 
to lack of local cooperation. 

Contrasted with this is the claim of the chief engineer at the Walla Walla 
district office that his staff was being cut back to the September 1956 level at 
a time when he had a peak workload due to the Ice Harbor and John Day 
projects. 

It is suggested that the corps be questioned as to its policy and procedure to 
effect prompt transfer of staff among its district offices to assure maximum 
effective utilization of its personnel. 

Colonel Rerrr. Mr. Chairman, the Chief of Engineers is well aware 
of the fact that the Garrison district workload has reduced substan- 
tially in the last couple of years and that the personnel should go along 
with it. Asa matter of fact, I have on my desk now a report of a divi- 
sion manpower survey of the Garrison district. That is the reason I 
happen to have these figures available at the moment. I have just been 
reading it. 

The Chief has not acted on this yet. The division engineer has 
made recommendations in his report for continued reduction of the 
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strength at Garrison to follow the declining workload that now ap- 
pears. 

Mr. Rasaur. Why has action been delayed in this matter? Why 
has the status quo been maintained when the necessity was no longer 
there for such a large staff ? 

Colonel Rerrr. I might point this out. While the engineering load 
at the local level has gone down, we have used the design personnel 
available at Garrison during this last year to design a dam for the 
New England division. The Townshend Dam in the New England 
division has been and is being designed now in the Garrison district 
office with some of the engineering personnel we had available there. 

Mr. Razavr. I say this with all respect but this is something that 
should not be necessary for our committee to discover. We should 
not have to discover a situation like this. We are all in the Govern- 
ment family. Somebody is accountable for this inattention to a big 
staff in a place when somebody else is crying for manpower. It is not 
right. Itisno job of ours. Still, thank heavens for one of our Mem- 
bers who was on the job. One of our Members of Congress discovered 
that. 

Colonel Retrr. I am sure you can expect the Chief of Engineers to 
continue to take appropriate action in respect to the personnel strength 
of Garrison. 


Mr. Rasavt. It is something we should not be involved with. It 
should not be our part of the job. 


Unrrep States Section, St. LAwrence Jornt Boarp or ENGINEERS 


Now the United States section of St. Lawrence Joint Board of 
Engineers : $100,000 is requested for 1959, a decrease of $25,000 from 
1958. Put page 43 in the record. 


Untitep States Section, St. LAWRENCE RIVER JOINT BoarD OF ENGINEERS 


Executive Order 10500, dated November 4, 1953, established the United States 
section of the St. Lawrence River Joint Board of Engineers. The duties of the 
United States section includes review of plans and coordination of construction, 
in conjunction with the Canadian section of the Joint Board, of power facifities 
being constructed in the international rapids section of the St. Lawrence River 
by the Power Authority of the State of New York jointly with the Hydroelectric 
Power Commission of Ontario. The Executive order authorizes the Department 
of the Army and the Federal Power Commission to furnish to the United States 
section necessary assistance for effectuating the order, including facilities, 
supplies, and personnel. Funds in the amount of $125,000 were provided for 
this work in fiscal year 1958. The amount of $100,000 is requested to defray 
expenses to be incurred during fiscal year 1959, pending the reimbursement of 
such amount by the Power Authority of the State of New York. 


Mr. Ranaut. There is a 25-percent cut there. Is there any reason 
for it? 

Colonel Retrr. We do not expect to need as much money in this 
item in 1959 as we asked for last year, sir. 


Mr. Rasaut. What do you anticipate you will have left on June 30, 
1958 ? 


Colonel Retrr. I thought I had that figure here, but I am sorry; I 
do not have it. 








1195 


Mr. Rasavt. Supply it for the record. 
Colonel Rerrr. Yes, sir. 
(The information referred to follows :) 


It is estimated that $27,600 will remain unobligated on June 30, 1958. 
Mr. Rapavt. Are there any questions? We want to thank you, 


Colonel, for testifying. You are well familiar with the subject, is 
concludes the Corps of Engineers. 


Tuourspay, Aprin 24, 1958. 


CEMETERIAL EXPENSES, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
ARMY 


WITNESSES 


BRIG. GEN. EDWARD 8S. EHLEN, COMPTROLLER, OFFICE OF THE 
QUARTERMASTER GENERAL 

COL. JAMES G. HATTOX, CHIEF, MEMORIAL DIVISION, OFFICE OF 
THE QUARTERMASTER GENERAL 

CHARLES J. DORMAN, CHIEF, MEMORIAL DIVISION, OFFICE OF 
THE QUARTERMASTER GENERAL 

STUART H. D. FREED, BUDGET ANALYST, OFFICE, DIRECTOR OF 
ARMY BUDGET 


Mr. Rasaut. We will now take up the item of “Cemeteria] ex- 
penses, Department of the Army.” 
We will insert in the record pages 2 through 26. 
(The pages referred to follow :) 
JUSTIFICATION OF THE ESTIMATE 
CEMETERIAL EXPENSES, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Standard classification schedule for direct obligations 


Estimated Estimated | Increase (+) 


Object classification obligations, | obligations, or de- 
crease (—) 
Oa I css al Sle sl chap el $2, 996, 200 $3, 078, 225 +$82, 025 
ae ee ee a eee eibaiia teil en 33, 990 33, 181 — 800 
03 Transportation of things._...................--- CS radia 337, 665 350, 494 +12, 829 
I ns an eich inn tient mais gmaeemenle 40, 305 42, 100 +1, 795 
05 Rents and utility services................-.. ialginsianes 70, 415 Wt itankacubaia 
CT SR BORE TOOAE ITN iid os oi ovine ene nnnsicinccccuness 390, 565 390, 715 +150 
TE TI i ike KARAS ed dn cwes cescencensacee 188, 185 > => =e 
ia Sasi sa i ae se tess csccccecnsens aa 2, 213, 675 2, 361, 985 +148, 310 
ee ea ices aioe 363, 400 214, 800 — 148, 600 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions..__-..............--- 173, 920 177, 500 +3, 580 
15 Taxes and assessments__._...........-.-- pala stint te 6, 680 7, 400 +720 
Mf eS a a ae 6, 815, 000 6, 915, 000 +100, 000 
SE Bisa. crain tnt tnadnntidwinaseiiquesdacicienasnendsiae tana eee: 


Total appropriation or estimate.__..................--.. 6, 815, 000 6, 915, 000 +100, 000 
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Summary of direct obligations by projects 


Actual obli- | Estimated Estimate, 








Purpose of project gations, fiscal| obligations, | fiscal year 
year 1957 fiscal year 1959 
\ 1958 
(2) 


(3) (4) (5) 









Procurement of headstones.._............-.-...--- 


Construction and acquisition of land-_-_..-.......- 548, 440, 000 235, 000 
Repair of Arlington Memorial Amphitheater _____- MUNI Bic acn<s face ecko nasballcipci pineal 
Maintenance and operation---.................---- 3, 076, 822 3, 370, 000 3, 570, 000 
Salaries at seat of government_-_._........._....--- 510, 752 561, 000 570, 000 

Total obligations___......._- pineowepenneing 6, 660, 201 6, 815, 000 6, 915, 000 
Unobligated balance no longer available______.-__- PEE Sanitietckichdeetlbininrdnipionkel 

Total appropriation or estimate_-___._....__- 6, 765, 000 6, 815, 000 6, 915, 000 


Recapitulation of direct obligations by objects of expenditures, fiscal year 1959 


(03) (04) (05) (07) 
Project (01) (02) Trans- Com- Rents Other 
No. Purpose of project Personal| Travel porta- | munica- and contrac- 
services tion of tion utility tual 


things | services | services | services 


111 | Procurement of headstones_-_-__|_..._-- oe $1,991 | $340, 754 






















































211 | Construction and acquisition . ved fee 
i ai ee a $17, 550 DN Dit i at saa $50 
411-| Maintenance and operation ___}2, 526, 475 29, 690 9,740 | $42,100 | $70,415 388, 965 
711 | Salaries at seat of government..} 534,200 {_...______{-_________|-_-- ao. ieee Se ae 1, 700 
iin tniectenin since 3, 078, 225 33,181 | 350, 494 42, 100 70, 415 390, 715 
(08) 
Project Sup- 
No. Purpose of project plies subsidies Total 
and ma- and con- 
terials tributions 
111 | Procurement of headstones---_|__....-.../$2,197,255 |..........}........-- __....]$2, 540, 000 
211 | Construction and acquisition__|______- aaa ie i a 235, 000 
411 | Maintenance and operation ___| $188, 185 --| 142,400 7,300 | 3, 570, 000 
7il | Salaries at seat of government_}_...-....-}-.---..--- hinds ealaaee 34, 000 100 570, 000 
itscanewesd tlie 177, 500 7,400 | 6,915, 000 
Project 111 Procurement of headstones 
Actual obli- | Estimated Estimate, 
gations, fiscal | obligations, fiscal year 
year 1957 fiscal year 1959 
1958 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
SUMMARY 

ae a ce paneandabiaauaia ($2, 493, 669)} ($2, 444,000)| ($2, 540, 000) 
Continental United States__.._.._- imoacntnbaltaads pindiane 2, 493, 669 2, 444, 000 2, 540, 000 


SUPPORTING DATA 


Funds under this project are required for procurement, transportation, and 
travel costs incident to the supply of headstones and markers for unmarked graves 
as prescribed under the act of July 1, 1948 (24 U.S. C. 279, 279a, 279b). 
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Analysis of requirements follows: 





Actual, fiscal 
year 1957 





Applications brought forward from previous year: 














8, 966 


8, 966 


108, 176 


Estimate, 
fiscal year 
1959 


$1, 991 


340, 754 


2, 197, 255 


Amount 


$831, 256 
87, 176 
682 


155, 743 
737, 352 

29, 891 
352, 155 


2, 197, 255 


(a) Due to normal processing time.____._._.........-..__- 8, 334 
(>) Due to insufficient funds............................-. 9, 573 
pdiipnininiseh Specs seyainicaninneninadaipa ss cmatenacala dali 17, 907 
— oe gg a See 95, 765 101, 510 
Applications other than normal receipts: (@) For replacement 2, 627 2, 600 
TR nic cine Sahin chit tbk nainsuseaeteae aaa 2, 627 2, 600 
Total applications for headstomes--._....................-....- 116, 299 111, 630 
Deductions to determine purchase requirements: (a) Carried 
forward due to normal processing time_.-_...............-..- 7, 520 7, 542 
Weiss adie -cccecbutnesenbsnbuds backneaeelam 7, 520 7, 42 
Total headstones or markers to be purchased -___.___.__ 108, 779 104, 088 
Actual Estimated 
obligations, | obligations, 
fiscal year fiscal year 
1957 1958 
OD RON in oie once enndeecccnastes-cc lee $7 $1, 800 
For travel of OQMG officers and civilians incident 
to the procurement and inspection of headstones. 
03 URI OE Cia aoc dn eco pncessanen setae 329, 987 327, 925 
‘or transportation charges of the shipment of 108,176 
aeegaes and markers in 1959 at an average cost of 
15. 
OD a iin sie ei ee a a a cee 2, 163, 675 2, 114, 275 
For purchase of 108,176 headstones and markers in 
1959 at an average cost of $20.31 per stone. 
Types of headstones Number Cost each 
I I in ca cennaneennenntinnceuncad , 357 $24. 92 
Civil and Spanish (marble, upright) .__- wea et 3, 375 25. 83 
Confederate venient upright) . insigieicinaeetannzaplidiitindlaisiamsmtamiantai laa 151 24. 38 
Fist marvis.........-.--- a ‘aiinthe teat 8, 730 17. 84 
I eel 38, 808 19. 00 
IP en on nanan nh onceded snvubensnedbeeiate 1, 579 18. 93 
EennD Te BI i ka 22,176 15. 88 
Total_._-. wee eliemaienadeienih 108, 176 20. 31 
Project 211 Construction and acquisition of land 
Actual obli- | Estimated 
gations, fiscal | obligations, 
year 1957 fiscal year 
1958 
(1) (2) (3) 
SUMMARY 
UR ics cde, Eat, a sss. Lee Ss A ($548, 958) ($440, 000) 
Continental, United States...............-.-.--.-----------.-- 548, 958 440, 000 


Estimate, 
fiseal year 
1959 


(4) 


($235, 000) 
235, 000 
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SUPPORTING DATA 


Funds are requested under this item only to the extent that it is considered 
necessary— 

(a) to provide grave space and facilities for the interment of the remains 
of the classes of persons enumerated in title 24 United States Code section 281; 


(b) to accomplish construction and alterations at existing facilities to pro- 
tect the Government’s investment therein. 


Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 1959 
1957 1958 


a o  meninenyconnee bicekadahiida $2, 918 $2, 500 $1, 500 


| 


Required for engineering inspections of completed construction work prior to 
acceptance and final payments to contractors. 


Actual Estimated Estimate, 


obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 1959 
1957 958 









Total construction projects (itemized on succeeding pages) -... ($546, 040) ($437, 500) ($233, 500) 
I ee tiie eo an eelcsebencecons 17, 


07 Other contractual services (Federal employee group 
i seiinth dad nckinantewn one dabiPhuesn Rade Mids ucead dds Adi lieas: 


9D ASE pnicincianneratancssnunidadsttidte gubnind Gubbisnshlookosliniia 214, 800 
11 Grants, subsidies and contributions (civil service, 
retirement fund) 


Construction projects 


Baton-Rouge- National Cemetery, Lai<ss soeses ees cen cue ncncnue $4, 300 
Due to the loss of large water oaks through recent storms, the 
cemetery has been denuded of landscaping in the greater part. New 


plantings are required to restore serenity and protect the turf in 
the cemetery. 


peeveriy Piasome: Comotery, Nid... nn ecienn noses. 45, 900 
Construction of additions and alterations to existing inadequate 
service building thus providing proper storage and equipment main- 
tenance space and necessary public and workmen’s toilet facilities. 

"OS I sais ccna aearsninrabanicieyen Sabah ouebibteeniis 8, 000 
Completion of the planting in 5 acres, and provision of basic tree 


planting for ultimate landscape treatment in the 10 acres developed 
in fiscal year 1958. 


Golden Gate National Cemetery, Calif__.....__.._+.---___..__---_---- 138, 900 
Final development of the remaining acreage and construction of 
appurtenant facilities to permit continuance of burials. 
San Francisco National Cemetery, Calif....c..........-.............. 11, 100 
Landscaping 10 acres to control erosion and protect turf, and re- 
pairs and measures to prevent further damage to rostrum. 
Advance planning, engineering and design___.__-__--_-.-__--.__-_--~- 25, 300 
Funds are required under this item for engineering investigations 
of site conditions and the preparation of preliminary plans and con- 
trol estimates for projects to be included in the fiscal year 1961 
budget and to prepare working (contract) drawings and specifica- 
tions for the most urgent projects scheduled for accomplishment in 
the long range national cemetery planning program. The engineer- 
ing and design funds requested will allow these projects to be ready 
for construction within 60 days after project funds are provided, and 
assure their accomplishment including supervision and acceptance 
within the fiscal year in which the funds are made available. 
Preliminary planning 
Advance engineering and design 
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Project 411 Maintenance and operation 





Actual obli- | Estimated Estimate, 
gations, fiscal} obligations, | fiscal year 





year 1957 fiscal year 1959 
1958 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
SUMMARY 
aan e-ceskenae duibbsaccdensorthilindabenaseenasubentinecs ($3, 076, 822)| ($3,370,000); ($3, 570, 000) 
Continental United States. ......................-....... 2, 988 3, 184, 400 3, 386, 025 
I inndndntknensnbGhnboewhinnbisndeaaaindeesiadaan ae 171, 834 185, 600 183, 975 


SUPPORTING DATA 


Pursuant to applicable statutes’ funds are required under this project for the 
expenses of operating and maintaining the national cemetery system under the 
jurisdiction of the Department of the Army consisting of 85 national cemeteries, 
22 soldiers lots, 5 Confederate cemeteries, 2 Confederate plots, 2 Confederate 
monument sites, 1 national monument site, 1 memorial park, and Government- 
owned burial lots in the Washington Parish Burial Ground. 

The estimate includes only those funds required for necessary pay of field per- 
sonnel, travel, transportation, communication services, utility services, contractual 
maintenance of buildings, grounds, and equipment, contractual interments, and 
the purchase of supplies and cemetery equipment. 


' 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Actual Estimated Estimate, fiscal year 1959 
obligations,| obligations, 
fiscal year | fiscal year | | 
1957 1958 Number of Man-years | Obligations 


positions 
01 Personal services. ..................... ($2, 209, 864) | ($2, 400, 500) (667) (619) | ($2, 526, 475) 
Continental United States__....._- 2, 094,246 | 2,271,940 620 574 | 2,392,075 
a... - a 115,618 | "128, 560 47 45 | 134, 400 
' 

Estimated employment at end of— 
UE Fe reat nha tienda bok kasi ddl aininiceslaandia detailed dais een 646 
raat NO an cic ti dining incepta cia abe tla ihe tit nitninsdalinicai 655 
DOOREIDOE:, DO eine esttn tntpe ceric cacisis Aihiihichs biplane etait de niggas 635 
SG RO ik ince cities ts tetera witiowsiabeininblibiniaulssitiabbateindieisndebedidatais cela 635 
ES a ee ee ee ee ee 667 


The funds requested under this item are required for the pay of personnel 
needed for essential national cemetery system activities in the following broad 
categories: (1) Supervisory, public service, and administrative activities; (2) 
interments; (3) maintenance. 

Category (1) includes superintendents and administrative personnel who are 
primarily concerned with supervision of all cemetery activities, arranging for 
and conducting funerals, providing advice, assistance, and participation where 
required, in the rendition of military honors, patriotic, and eulogistic ceremonies 
held in the cemeteries, and providing other services required by the public. 

Category (2) includes personnel required to dig graves, set up funeral equip- 
ment, backfill graves, and perform other services essential to interments. The 
amount requested wiil provide an increase of 19 man-years of labor required to 
make 29,092 interments in fiscal year 1959, an increase of 2,481 over the pro- 
jected interments for fiscal year 1958 (26,611). (Interments in fiscal year 1957, 
25,217.) 

Category (3) includes personnel engaged on noncontractual maintenance ac- 
tivities, such as setting, realinement, and cleaning of headstones, caring for 
grass, trees, and shrubs; filling and sodding sunken graves; minor repairs to 
buildings and structures, walks, and drives; disposal of withered wreaths, 


114 Stat. sei 5 U. 1000; 24 U. * Cc, eo through 275; 24 U. 8S. C. 278 through 
279b: 24 U.S. C. 281 aoa 282 ; 24 U. S. C. 286 through 295 ; 82 U. 8. C. 81 through 
Sic ; 33 U. S. C. 855 and 855a ; 42 U.S. C. 217: 46 U. 8. C. 654. 
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flowers, and refuse left in the cemeteries by the public, and related.activities. 
The amount requested will provide an increase of 13 man-years of labor to main- 
tain additional graves with headstones, occasioned by increased interments; and 
to maintain additional acreage which will be developed in fiscal years 1958 and 
1959. : 


Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 
— year fiscal year 1959 





acids ciceieetieos- etna neues claim tise ap sieracsbincinalicaiaheaneanial $26, 994 











Funds under this item are required for travel in connection with operation and 
inspection of the national cemetery system by representatives of the immediate 
supervising commanders and the Office of the Quartermaster General; travel of 
superintendents, including dependents, due to permanent changes of station; and 
for travel and per diem for relief superintendents where required due to the 
temporary absence of regular superintendents. 


Actual | Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, obligations, fiscal year 





fiscal year fiscal year 1959 
1957 1958 
C8. Twemeportation of things... «<<< ...2-< 5265.22.02 nce eceeuey $11, 530 $9, 740 $9, 740 


Requirements for the transportation of things; drayage at national cemeteries 
where vehicles are not provided; transportation of household goods of super- 
intendents due to permanent changes of station. 














Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, | obligations, | _ fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 1959 
1957 1958 





04 Communication services__..............---..- chaise patina $39, 824 $40, 306 $42, 100 





Requirements for communication services include provision for telephones at 
national cemeteries, telegraphic requirements for verification of eligibility of 
decedents for burial in national cemeteries in accordance with title 24, United 
States Code, section 281, and for airmail postage charges. 








j 


Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 
fiseal year fiseal year 1959 
1957 1958 





05 Rents and utilty services_-.........-.-......----.---..--- $65, 680 $70, 415 $70, 415 


Funds under this item are required for electricity for power and lighting, 
gas for heating, water for lawn watering and domestic uses, and rent for special 
equipment. The amount requested is the same as that appropriated for the 
current fiscal year. The amounts are as follows: 


; Fiscal year 1959 
Electric services.__.___~- th aii li igs hp SRE tench eek nee EASA, octets $23, 425 
WRG A a et ot pa is Salta RT eh Oe Sai cep uae 36, 470 
ARR ei i at ES aces e lS Oe 8S 10, 486 


ee 
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07 Other contractual services 





Contractual services are required for maintenance of equipment, buildings, 
and grounds for which regular national cemetary labor personnel are not 
provided. 

Maintenance of equipment, fiscal year 1959, $63,585: For the maintenance of 
vehicles, power-operated equipment for interments and grounds maintenance, 
and for other interment and miscellaneous equipment. 

Maintenance of buildings and grounds, fiscal year 1959, $189,345: For the 
maintenance of buildings; roads and walks; electrical, water, sewer, and drain- 
age systems; enclosure walls, fences, and gates; and flagstaffs, monuments, and 
tablets. 

Miscellaneous contractual services, fiseal year 1959, $128,135: For contractual 
maintenance expenses at 9. national cemeteries, 22 soldiers lots, 5 Confederate 
cemeteries, 2 Confederate plots, 2 Confederate monument sites, and 1 national 
monument site not provided with superintendents or labor personnel; and for 
contractural burials at national cemeteries where interment labor forces are not 
provided. Funds under this item also provide contractual services for care and 
preservation of trees and shrubs. Such services include pruning, cabling, 
bracing, and cavity work where required; removing and replacing dead trees; 
special feeding, spraying, and plant-disease treatment; and also insect and 
rodent control. 

Federal employees group insurance, fiscal year 1959, $7,900. 


l 
Actual Estimated | Estimate, 





| obligations, | obligativns, | fiscal year 
fiscal year fiseal year 959 
1957 19% 
GS Gummpilen wee MeterONl....., ose 2 nnn on nidingsecneeniieens $186, 350 $188, 185 $188, 185 


The amount requested for this item is the same as that appropriated for the 
current fiscal year. Requirements are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1959 





Statiowery; and: ofa Wakes eh ee ieee eee $2, 820 
Deel: 80P DORs cases eens aedeasagnmaingne 21, 725 
INIT SIR 5 lal e Senpeinidy Hanseeencs ancien geen i es caghentininia niin neal 31, 395 
Fee ee UI i NO nN ni ice ccincitc ratte ceentn pape emtncapanaeipadlinan 13, 975 
Sautuary clases, weppiee. oe. nian dali we ee 4, 850 
Supplies fot maintenamee OF STOUR Gk, 6c nisin tied cid dd 63, 220 
DRAGER CUETO LTINS . CUE center ncccessetss bccn nag sitesinde 50, 200 
Actual Estimated Fstimate, 
obligations, | obligati ns, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiseal year 1959 
195 | 
09 Equipment. rad ceceaeh ($143, 415 $99,400 | $164, 730 
Replace ment equipment “(itemized on this and 


succeeding page) ...-.-..-.-.-..--- » a alata Ralesihdiie g (129, 885) 





Funds under this item are for procurment of equipment to replace present 
equipment no longer economically operable. 

Vehicles, fiscal year 1959, $41,100: 40 percent or 60 vehicles in the national 
cemetery system are 10 years of age or older. Repair parts are difficult to obtain 
and high labor and materials costs make these vehicles uneconomical to repair. 
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It is planned to replace one-third of them in the fiscal year 1959 and the balance 
in-fiscal year 1960. 

Interment equipment, fiscal year 1959, $50,000: Comprises grave excavating 
machinery, casket-lowering devices, artifical grass sets, and tentage. 

Maintenance equipment, fiscal year 1959, $32,285: Includes pewer operated and 
other grounds maintenance equipment, such as power mowers, spraying ma- 
chinery, leaf mulchers, and road and lawn sweepers. 

Office and lodge equipment, fiscal year 1959, $6,500: Equipment under this 

esignation includes typewriters, office furniture, water coolers, and kitchen 
equipment. 





Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 





fiscal year fiscal year 1959 
1957 1958 
AAditional equipment . 5... ~..--.----<.2--- <2 220 -- scene eness|sn~oseenense+|oscasaccensess ($34, 845) 





Funds under this item are for the additional equipment required to provide 
for increased interment activity and increased developed acreage and facilities 
to be maintained. 








Fiscal year 
1959 
Vehicles-_--_--- a ooo ooo nnn 2 eo ee eee $13, 000 
SER REEINMB LS 0k 65.56 ak 3 os es eee sb 9, 240 
Maintenance equipment-----.------------------------------------- 11, 175 
eo es BOM Oden mene: 2osi sere So lk we ee ee 1, 140 
i ee weds cde enile ma cman amen basa ae OE 290 
PeteEAGGMIOMA CQUIDMONS 5 = oii on os en oe eric w cn cosceus 34, 845 
a — 
Actual Estimated Estimate, 
obligations, | obligations, fiscal year 
fiscal year fiscal year 1959 
1957 1958 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions (contribution to 
sie caves retirement fund)... « «~~... sc c0c0.. sewewesa|ssscncnscascce 136, 500 142, 400 
15 Taxes and assessments (contribution to social security 
: fund) <..<--.---..---~~-<--<0----2-- 22-22-2222 2 +2 en nee 6, 000 6, 500 7, 300 





Project 711 Salaries at seat of Government 


| Actual obli- | Estimated Estimate, 
gations, fiscal| obligations, fiscal year 











year 1957 fiscal year 1959 
1958 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
re aaes | 
SUMMARY | 
Total_.....-....--.-.----------------------------------------- ($510, 752)|  ($561,000)| ($570, 000) 
gunn CID IIIIINR «5. - Sass less ~~~ 2 pee conse | 510, 752 561, 000 570, 000 





SUPPORTING DATA 


Funds under this item are required for the staff in the Office of the Quarter- 
master General engaged in: 

(a) Determination of requirements for, procurement, and distribution of 
headstones and markers provided by the Government, under the provision of 
title 24, United States Code, part 279, to mark the graves in national and pri- 
vate cemeteries of members and former members of the Armed Forces. 
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(b) Coordination and technical and staff supervision of all activities involved 
in the establishment, development, maintenance, operation and administration 
of 119 national cemetery installations under the jurisdiction of the Department 
of the Army, as required by numerous laws affecting national cemeteries, deter- 
mination of eligibility for interment in national cemeteries under title 24 United 
States Code, part 281; and processing and maintaining permanent records apper- 
taining to 902,224 interments. 


qa) | @ (3) 4) 
| 
| Actual ob- | Estimated Estimate, fiscal year 1959 
| ligations, jobligations,) 
| fiseal year | fiscal year 





1957 1958 Number of | Man-years} Obliga- 
positions tions 
lg ee ee ee ee ($509, 187)| ($525, 800) (110) (107.6)| ($534, 200) 
Continental United States............- 509, 187 525, 800 110 107.6 534, 200 
07 Other contractual services_.__.._...__- 1, 535 cnt Ee. coulieah atch «aban 1, 700 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions.._|........._.- PEAS -ctnncathessachhtumas 34, 000 
13 Refunds, awards, and indemnities_____ We Ein che heats rddpch ht ECL pateieddldaotacahioes 
15 Taxes and assessments................- 20 Bir ncj cibthrnadyll siete sca noden 100 
ant 3, .beuenscedcaidiensoh auleteemed 510, 752 561, 000 110 107.6 570, 000 
Estimated employment at end of— 
art BOG 6 ed oh ea casi ddase 3s a ee Le oe 107 
ONDINE SD os gic — 5 owed madi me wenily — eae bed Shpre anew anid peppy hltue diem 110 
SO SHOE s 3 ~~ pacis inti n done nm aeheien=hasdndtennatieae 110 
March 1959____- cmp watneckneal aetna Gees anatase 110 
Paige 2006. obese de il eb ed Re 110 


The additional $9,000 requested under this project will provide 2 additional 
man-years of employment to supply 4,088 additional headstones and markers 


and determine eligibility for and approve 2,500 additional interments in na- 
tional cemeteries. 


Mr. Razavt. General Ehlen, do you have a general statement to 
make ¢ 
General Euten. I do, sir. 
Mr. Rasavut. We will be pleased to have it at this time. 
GENERAL STATEMENT 


General Enxten. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, the appropriation 
“Cemeterial expenses, Department of the Army” provides funds for 
a twofold purpose. In addition to the procurement of headstones 
and markers for various categories of authorized personnel who are 
interred in private, national, and post cemeteries, it also covers the 
development, maintenance, operation, and administration of the na- 
tional cemetery system. This system comprises 85 national ceme- 
teries in the United States and its possessions, 22 soldiers’ lots, 5 
Confederate cemeteries, 2 Confederate plots, 2 Confederate monu- 
ment sites, 1 National monument site, 1 memorial park, and the Gov- 
ernment-owned lots in the Washington Parish burial grounds, gen- 
erally known as the Congressional Cemetery. 

The estimate for fiscal year 1959 is ‘$6,915,000 as compared to 
$6,815,000 appropriated for fiscal year 1958. The net increase of 
$100,000 results from an increase in the amount included for pro- 
curement of headstones and an increase for maintenance and opera- 
tion, which are partially offset by a decrease in the amount provided 
for construction. 


25230—58—pt. 2-77 
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The procurement of headstones and markers will require $2,540,000 
in fiscal year 1959 as compared with $2,444,000 appropriated in fiscal 
year 1958. It is estimated that 108,176 stones will be procured to fill 
applications in fiscal year 1959, which is 4,088 more than the number 
estimated to be procured in fiscal year 1958. 

In addition to providing for advance planning for future needs, the 
$235,000 included for construction represents five projects programed 
for fiscal year 1959, as follows: 

1. Construction of an addition and alterations to the service build- 
ing at Beverly National Cemetery, Beverly, N. J. 

2. Landscape planting to control erosion and complete the develop- 
ment of 15 acres for burials at Fort Logan National Cemetery, Den- 
ver, Colo. 

3. Landscaping 8 acres to protect the turf, and restore storm losses 
of trees at Baton Rouge National Cemetery, Baton Rouge, La. 

4. Landscaping 10 acres and repairing the rostrum at San Francisco 
National Cemetery, San Francsico, Calif. 

5. Developing the last 42 acres at Golden Gate National Cemetery, 
San Bruno, Calif., to permit continuing interments. 

The $3,570,000 for maintenance and operation represents an in- 
crease of $200,000 over the amount available in fiscal year 1958. This 
project provides for utilities, communications, supplies, equipment, 
travel, transportation, drayage, miscellaneous contractual services, 
and 619 man-years of employment necessary for interments and mini- 
mum essential administrative services, and to maintain the cemeteries. 

The amount of $570,000 required for salaries at the seat of govern- 
ment includes an increase of $9,000 over that allowed for fiscal year 
1958. The funds are required to maintain a limited staff in the Office 
of the Quartermaster General to exercise technical and staff super- 
vision over and render assistance to supervising installations; to for- 
mulate policies and procedures in connection with all activities in- 
volved in the establishment, development, operation, maintenance, 
and administration of the national cemetery system ; to determine eligi- 
bility of individuals for interment in national cemeteries; to main- 
tain approximately 900,000 interment records and to conduct corre- 
spondence pertaining thereto; and to procure and distribute all head- 
stones and markers for the graves of members and former members 
of the Armed Forces and other eligible personnel. 

That concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. 


ENTOMBMENT OF UNKNOWN AMERICANS OF WORLD WAR IT AND KOREA 


Mr. Rasaur. What is the status of the project for the entombment 
of unknown Americans of World War II and Korea for which we pro- 
vided funds last year? 

General Enven. Mr. Chairman, that project is continuing as 
planned and on the 30th day of May, the actual entombment will 
take place. 

INCREASES FOR 1959 


Mr. Razavt. The request includes an increase of $96,000 for pro- 
curement of headstones. Will this provide adequately for estimated 
requirements in 1959? 

reneral Enten. Yes, sir. 
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GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL CEMETERY 


Mr. Rasavut. Under “Construction,” the major item is $138,900 for 
the Golden Gate National Cemetery, Calif. 

Briefly explain how these funds would be spent. 

General Enten. Mr. Chairman, with your permission I would like 


to call on a witness from the Memorial Division to explain that, Mr. 
Dorman. 


Mr. Razsavur. Mr. Dorman. 

Mr. Dorman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The last 42 acres of the Golden Gate National Cemetery are now 
needed for the development of the grave sites for burial purposes. 
Otherwise, we might have to close the cemetery to burials in 1959. 
This development will provide an additional 25,000 grave sites and 
will keep the cemetery open for burials until 1964. 

The project will fully develop 42 acres and it will include fine 
grading, fertilizing, snelings a lawn-watering system, and the layout 
of the burial sections themselves. This project will complete a former 
preliminary development accomplished a few years ago. That pre- 
liminary development consisted of very heavy grading and the in- 
stallation of the roads and drainage in the area and the provision 
of a cover crop to keep the soil from eroding until the final develop- 
ment could be made. The fiscal year 1959 project is the final 
development. 

Mr. Tamer This will complete the development ? 

Mr. Dorman. Yes, sir; this project in the budget is to complete a 
former project by the provision of fine grading, fertilizing, seeding 
and a water system. 

Mr. Rasavr. How many acres ¢ 

Mr. Dorman. Forty-two and a half acres. 

Mr. Rasavut. For both the old and the new ? 

Mr. Dorman. Yes, sir. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Mr. Ragavurt. An increase of $200,000 is proposed for operation and 
maintenance of the national cemetery system. 

Briefly summarize how this increase will be applied ? 

General Enten. Mr. Chairman, the increase is primarily one per- 
taining to personnel in the amount of approximately $126,000, which 
will provide an additional 32 man-years. 

The remainder, or approximately $65,000 is for equipment. 

Mr. Razaut. What type of equipment ? 

General Enten. There will be roughly $60,000 involved in replace- 
ment of the equipment used in the national cemetery system, such as 
trucks, lawnmowers, and other equipment. 

Mr. Rasavut. This item covers a lot of things for many cemeteries? 

General Enten. Yes, sir; right across the board. 

Mr. Rasavt. Will the budget request provide for an adequate level 
of maintenance in 1959? 

General Enten. We think that the level of maintenance will be ade- 
quate, Mr. Chairman. It could be better if additional resources could 
be afforded. 

Mr. Razavr. Thank you very much, General Ehlen, and gentlemen. 

General Enten. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. The committee is adjourned. 
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